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FOREWORD 

By  Hon.  Peter  W.  Rodlno,  Jr.,  Chairman, 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary 


On  February  6,  1974,  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted  by  a 

vote  of  410-4  the  following  House  Resolution  803: 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  acting  as 
a  whole  or  by  any  subcommittee  thereof  appointed  by  the 
Chairman  for  the  purposes  hereof  and  in  accordance  with 
the  Rules  of  the  Committee,  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  investigate  fully  and  completely  whether  sufficient 
grounds  exist  for  the  House  of  Representatives  to  exer- 
cise its  constitutional  power  to  impeach  Richard  M. 
Nixon,  President  of  the  United  States  of  America.   The 
committee  shall  report  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
such  resolutions,  articles  of  impeachment,  or  other 
recommendations  as  it  deems  proper. 

Beginning  in  November  1973,  acting  under  resolutions  referred  to 
the  Committee  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  with  a  special  appropria- 
tion, I  had  begun  to  organize  a  special  staff  to  investigate  serious 
charges  against  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

On  May  9,  1974,  as  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
I  convened  the  Committee  for  hearings  to  review  the  results  of  the 
Impeachment  Inquiry  staff's  investigation.   The  staff  began  its  Initial 
presentation  the  same  day,  in  executive  session,  pursuant  to  the  Com- 
mittee's Impeachment  Inquiry  Procedures  adopted  on  May  2,  1974. 

By  June  21,  the  Inquiry  staff  had  concluded  its  initial  presen- 
tation. 

On  June  25,  the  Committee  voted  to  make  public  the  Initial  pre- 
sentation Including  substantially  all  of  the  supporting  material  presented 
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at  the  hearings.   The  Committee  also  voted  to  make  public  the  President's 
response,  which  was  presented  to  the  Committee  on  June  27  and  June  28  in 
the  same  form  and  manner  as  the  Inquiry  staff's  initial  presentation. 

Statements  of  information  and  supporting  evidentiary  material  were 
compiled  by  the  Inquiry  staff  in  36  notebooks  and  furnished  in  this  form 
to  each  Member  of  the  Committee.   The  notebooks  presented  material  on 
several  subjects  of  the  Inquiry:   the  Watergate  break-in  and  its  after- 
math, ITT,  milk  price  supports,  domestic  surveillance,  abuse  of  the  ITS, 
and  the  activities  of  the  Special  Prosecutor. 

Four  notebooks  were  furnished  to  the  Members  of  the  Committee  re- 
lating to  the  1971  milk  price  support  decision.  In  each  notebook  a  state- 
ment of  information  relating  to  a  particular  phase  of  the  investigation 
was  Immediately  followed  by  supporting  evidentiary  material,  which  in- 
cluded copies  of  documents  and  testimony,  transcripts  of  Presidential 
conversations  and  affidavits. 

The  printed  edition  of  Book  VI  contains  several  items  of  evidence 
that  were  not  in  the  material  presented  to  the  Committee  during  its  hearings. 
These  additional  items  Include  documents  and  testimony  received  by  the  Com- 
mittee after  the  staff  presentation,  as  well  as  additions  requested  by 
Committee  members  during  the  Inquiry  staff  presentation  and  during  the 
President's  presentation.   Additional  evidence  not  included  in  the  original 
staff  presentation  is  designated  with  an  asterisk  (*) . 

Every  effort  was  made  to  preclude  inferences  in  the  presentation 
of  this  material.   A  deliberate  and  scrupulous  abstention  from  conclu- 
sions, even  by  implication,  was  observed. 
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With  respect  to  the  Presidential  recorded  conversations,  the  Com- 
mittee determined  to  hear  the  recorded  conversations  in  their  entirety. 
The  Presidential  recorded  conversations  were  neither  paraphrased  nor  sum- 
marized by  the  Inquiry  staff.   Thus,  no  inferences,  or  conclusions  were 
drawn  for  the  Connnittee.   During  the  course  of  the  hearings.  Members  of 
the  Committee  heard  each  recording  and  simultaneously  followed  transcripts 
prepared  by  the  Inquiry  staff.   Each  of  these  transcripts  is  reprinted 
under  the  appropriate  Statement  of  Information. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings,  the  Committee  found  it  neces- 
sary to  issue  a  subpoena  to  President  Richard  Nixon  requiring  tape  re- 
cordings of  18  Presidential  conversations  believed  by  the  -Committee  to 
be  related  to  its  investigation  of  milk  price  supports. 

The  Committee  also  subpoenaed  the  President's  daily  diaries  (logs 
of  the  time  and  duration  of  the  President's  meetings,  telephone  calls,  and 
other  activities)  for  the  period  March  19,  1971  through  March  25,  1971. 
The  President  has  not  yet  responded  to  this  subpoena. 

The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  is  working  to  follow  faithfully 
its  mandate  "to  investigate  fully  and  completely"  whether  or  not  suf- 
ficient grounds  exist  to  recommend  that  the  House  exercise  its  constitu- 
tional power  of  impeachment. 

I  believe  that  the  readers  of  these  volumes  will  see  that  the 
Committee's  primary  effort  in  carrying  out  its  mandate  has  been  to  ob- 
tain an  objective,  impartial  presentation  which  will  enable  each  Member 
of  the  Committee  to  make  an  informed  judgment  in  fulfilling  his  or  her 
constitutional  responsibility. 
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I  also  believe  that  the  publication  of  the  record  of  these  hear- 
ings will  provide  readers  with  a  clear  idea  of  the  particulars  of  the 
investigation  and  that  the  proximity  of  the  evidence  will  assure  them 
that  no  statement  of  information  is  offered  without  supporting  eviden- 
tiary material. 
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INTRODUCTORY  NOTE 

The  material  contained  in  this  volume  is  presented  in  two  sec- 
tions.  Section  1  contains  a  statement  of  information  footnoted  with 
citations  to  evidentiary  material.   Section  2  contains  the  same  state- 
ment of  information  followed  by  the  supporting  material. 

Supporting  material  consists  of  information  obtained  at  public 
hearings  and  in  executive  session  by  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on 
Presidential  Campaign  Activities;  information  furnished  to  the 
Committee  by  grand  juries;  information  furnished  to  the  Committee 
by  government  agencies;  transcripts  of  tape  recordings  of  conversations 
among  President  Nixon  and  his  key  associates  prepared  by  the  Committee 
staff;  information  furnished  to  the  Committee  by  the  President,  the 
Executive  Departments  of  the  government,  and  the  Special  Prosecutor;  and 
other  information  obtained  by  the  Committee,  much  of  which  was  already 
on  the  public  record. 

Each  page  of  supporting  evidence  is  labeled  with  the  footnote 
number  and  a  description  of  the  document  or  the  name  of  the  witness 
testifying.   Copies  of  entire  pages  of  documents  and  testimony  are 
included,  with  brackets  around  the  portions  pertaining  to  the  state- 
ment of  information.  Markings  on  the  documents  include  item  numbers 
and  receipt  stamps  of  the  House  Judiciary  Committee  and  other  agencies 
from  which  the  Committee  received  material. 

In  the  citation  of  sources,  "SSC"  is  used  as  an  abbreviation 
for  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Presidential  Campaign  Activities. 
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1.      Prior  to  August  2,  1969  Milton  Semer,  a  lawyer  for  the  predecessor 
organization  of  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  (AMPI) ,  a  large  milk 
producers'  cooperative,  told  Herbert  W.  Kalmbach,  the  President's  personal 
attorney  and  political  fundraiser,  that  Semer 's  client  wanted  to  make  a 
political  contribution.   Semer  told  Kalmbach  that  his  client  had  three 
goals:   (1)  milk  price  supports  at  a  level  of  90%  of  parity;  (2)  a  Presi- 
dential address  to  the  AMPI  convention  the  following  year;  and  (3)  some 
identity  or  audience  with  the  President,  such  as  picture  taking  and  the 
ability  to  talk  to  various  people  within  the  White  House.   Kalmbach  has 
testified  that  he  informed  Haldeman  of  AMPl's  goals  and  its  desire  to  make 
contributions  and  that  Haldeman  authorized  Kalmbach  to  accept  the  contri- 
bution. Haldeman  has  stated  that  Kalmbach  reported  to  him  generally  on 
fundraising  activities  but  that  he  does  not  recall  Kalmbach 's  reporting  on 
the  milk  producers'  contribution. 
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1.1  Milton  Semer  statement,  SSC  Executive  Session 
February  5 ,  1974 ,  Semer  Exhibit  1 

1.2  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  5  SSC  2092 

1.3  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
March  22,  1974,  3-6,  10-13 


1.4  Herbert  Kalmbach  calendar,  April  2  -  April  4,  1969; 
June  12  -  June  13,  1969;  June  28,  1969;  July  10, 
1969;  August  2,  1969 

1.5  H.R.  Haldeman  interview,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
January  31,  1974,  2 
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1.6  Harold  Nelson  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
December  18,  1973,  29-30 79 

1.7  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
June  13,  1974,  16-17.*  81 

1.8  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  (AMPI)  Agreement 

of  Merger  and  Plan  of  Reorganization.*   83 

1.9  Herbert  Kalmbach  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz  -^ 
April  30,  1973,  15.*  87 
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2.      On  August  2,  1969  Seiner  on  behalf  of  AMPI  delivered  $100,000  in 
cash  to  Kalmbach.  Kalmbach  added  the  cash  to  the  surplus  funds  from  the 
President's  1968  campaign  which  were  in  Kalmbach 'a  custody.'  Kalmbach 
used  this  fund  on  behalf  of  the  White  House  for,  among  other  things, 
making  payments  to  Tony  Ulasewicz  and  to  the  Albert  Brewer  campaign 
against  George  Wallace  for  Governor  of  Alabama  in  1970. 


2.1  Milton  Semer  statement,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
February  5,  1974,  Semer  Exhibit  1 

2.2  Herbert  Kalmbach  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz, 
December  13,  1973,  23 

2.3  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  SSC  Executive 
Session,  March  22,  1974,  14,  18,  10 

2.4  John  Ehrlichman  testimony,  SSC  Executive 
Session ,  February  8 ,  1974 ,  14-15 

2.5  H.  R.  Haldeman  interview,  SSC  Executive 
Session,  January  31 ,  1974 ,  2 
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3.      Kalmbach  has  testified  that  between  August  2,  1969  and  August  9, 
1969  he  reported  to  Haldeman  that  he  had  received  the  $100,000  and  again 
stated  to  Haldeman  the  objectives  Semer  had  given.   Kalmbach  also  informed 
John  Ehrlichman,  Maurice  Stans,  Jack  Gleason  (then  an  aide  to  Maurice 
Stans  and  later  a  White  House  aide) ,  and  Assistants  to  the  President 
Peter  Flanigan  and  Harry  Dent  of  the  contribution,  and  he  telephoned  one 
or  more  of  them  to  arrange  for  meetings  between  AMPI  representatives  and 
White  House  aides.   On  August  19,  1969  Semer,  AMPI  General  Manager  Harold 
Nelson  and  AMPI  special  counsel  David  Parr  met  with  Dent  at  the  White 
House  to  discuss  dairy  industry  problems  and  to  invite  the  President  to 
address  an  AMPI  annual  meeting. 
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3.1  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

March  22,  1974,  13-18 100 

3.2  John  Ehrlichman  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
February  8,  1974,  2-5 106 
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February  5,  1974,  48-52 109 

3.4  Harold  Nelson  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
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3.5  Memorandum  from  Harold  Nelson  to  Harry  S.  Dent, 

August  19 ,  1969  (received  from  SSC) 117 

3.6  Letter  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Milton  Semer,  September  16, 
1969  (received  from  SSC) 118 
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4.      By  memorandum  dated  June  24,  1970  White  House  aide  Jack  Gleason 
turned  over  most  of  the  responsibilities  with  regard  to  the  milk  producers 
to  Special  Counsel  to  the  President  Charles  Colson.  Gleason  stated  that 
Colson  would  handle  outstanding  items  including  the  possibility  of  the 
President  speaking  in  September  at  the  AMPI  annual  meeting  in  Chicago  and 
the  possibility  of  the  President  making  an  emergency  reduction  of  import 
quotas  on  dairy  products.  Attached  to  the  memorandum  was  a  draft  letter 
prepared  by  Parr  that  could  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
recommend  that  the  President  take  immediate  action  imposing  limitations  on 
imports  of  certain  cheeses  and  other  dairy  products. 
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4.1   Memorandum  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Charles  Colson, 

June  24,  1970  with  attached  draft  letter  (received 
from  White  House) . 
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5.      In  the  June  24,  1970  memorandum  from  Gleason  to  Colson  referred 
to  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  Gleason  stated  that  AMPI  special  counsel 
Parr  would  coordinate  directly  with  Gleason  on  collection  and  distribu- 
tion of  support.   During  1970,  AMPI  and  other  dairy  organizations  pledged 
or  contributed  approximately  $135,000  to  a  special  White  House  project 
administered  by  Gleason  and  Kalmbach  which  both  distributed  contributions 
and  designated  certain  Congressional  candidates  to  receive  contributions. 
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5.1  Memorandum  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Charles  Colson, 

June  24,  1970  (received  from  White  house) 128 
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5.3  Herbert  Kalmbach  notes  on  1970  congressional  campaign 
fundraising  (received  from  Special  Prosecutor) 135 

5.4  Letter  from  Herbert  Kalmbach  to  H.  R.  Haldeman, 

November  6,  1970  (received  from  Special  Prosecutor) 140 

5.5  Letter  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Joan  Payson,  July 

20,  1970  (received  from  Special  Prosecutor) 141 

5.6  Letter  from  Patrick  Hillings  to  the  President, 

December  16,  1970  (received  from  SSC) 145 

5.7  Memorandum  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Harry  Dent,  June  18, 

1970  (received  from  SSC) I47 
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6.      Before  September  9,  1970  AMPI  representatives  stated  to 
Colson  that  AMPI  would  arrange  for  $2  million  to  be  contributed  to  the 
President's  1972  re-election  campaign. 
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6.1   Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  the  President  ^^^ 

(received  from  White  House) 

6  2   Harold  Nelson  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

December  18,  1973,  82-83 

6  3   David  Parr  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

December  21,  1973,  205-06 
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7.      On  September  4,  1970  the  President  telephoned  AMPI  General 
Manager  Nelson  at  the  AMP!  convention  in  Chicago,  expressed  his  regret 
at  being  unable  to  attend  the  AMPI  convention  and  invited  Nelson  to  meet 
with  him  in  Washington  to  arrange  a  meeting  with  a  larger  delegation  of 
dairy  leaders  at  a  later  date.  On  September  9.  1970  Parr  and  Nelson  had 
a  nine-minute  "photo  opportunity"  meeting  with  the  President  and  Colson 
at  the  White  House.   In  preparing  for  the  meeting,  the  President  reviewed 
a  memorandum  by  Colson  which  stated  that  the  milk  producers  had  pledged 
$2  million  to  the  1972  campaign.  Colson  said  in  the  memorandum  that  it 
would  be  most  helpful  if  the  President  would  tell  Nelson  and  Parr  that  he 
was  aware  of  their  political  support,  what  they  had  already  done  that  year 
to  assist  and  what  they  were  committed  to  do  in  the  future.  Colson  said 
that  if  the  visitors  realized  that  the  President  was  aware  of  what  they 
were  doing,  it  would  strengthen  ..ery  much  Colson's  hand  in  dealing  with 
them.   Parr  has  testified  that  during  the  meeting,  the  President  stated 
that  he  had  heard  some  very  good  things  about  AMPI  and  that  he  wanted  to 
address  an  AMPI  convention. 
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8.      On  September  16,  1970  Charles  Colson  wrote  a  memorandum  to  John 
Dean  saying  that  a  group  that  provides  strong  political  and  financial 
backing  had  asked  for  information  regarding  limitations  on  campaign 
contributions.  Colson  asked  Dean  to  get  a  quick  reading  from  the  Justice 
Department  because  Colson  did  not  want  to  keep  the  group  hanging  and  their 
funds  were  needed.  At  the  bottom  of  the  carbon  copy  of  the  memorandum 
is  the  handwritten  name  and  telephone  number  of  Bob  Isham,  the  AMPI 
comptroller. 
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November  14,  1973,  4-5 
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9.      In  the  fall  of  1970,  at  Haldeman's  direction,  Colson  began 
coordinating  outside  funding  activities  for  various  White  House  projects 
including  the  use  of  a  Washington,  D.C.  public  relations  firm  to  place 
advertisements  and  undertake  other  activities  in  support  of  Administration 
policies.  The  project  contemplated  the  use  of  "front"  organizations. 
Colson  stated  that  some  friends  had  retained  a  public  relations  outfit 
which  gave  them  the  financial  resources  to  do  things  for  the  White  House. 
Colson  stated  in  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman  that  once  the  project  was  fully 
set  up,  the  White  House  would  have  available  about  $100,000  per  year 
through  this  resource.  During  1971  and  1972  the  Washington,  D.C.  public 
relations  firm  of  Wagner  &  Baroody  placed  advertisements  in  the  name  of 
various  private  groups  in  support  of  Administration  policies. 
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9.1  Memorandum  from  H.  R.  Haldeman  to  Charles 
Colson,  Harry  Dent,  Herbert  Klein,  Jeb  Magruder, 

August  7 ,  1970  (received  from  SSC) 198 

9.2  Memorandum  from  Jeb  Magruder  to  H.  R.  Haldeman  and 

Herbert  Klein,  August  18,  1970  (received  from  SSC).  ...   199 

9.3  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  H.  R.  Haldeman, 
September  15,  1970  (received  from  SSC). 203 

9.4  Joseph  Baroody  affidavit  submitted  to  the  SSC, 

January  30,  1974  (received  from  SSC) .' 207 

9.5  Charles  Colson  testimony.  Grand  Jury,  People  v. 
Ehrlichman,  June  8,  1973,  654 211 
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10.     On  or  about  November  3,  1970  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Murray 
Chotiner  noting  that  AMPl's  political  trust  had  contributed  to  unopposed 
Democratic  Congressional  candidates  and  asking  Chotiner  to  tell  AMPl's 
lawyer  Marion  Harrison  that  if  he  wanted  to  play  both  sides,  that's  one 
game,  but  if  he  wanted  to  play  the  Administration's  side,  it  was  entirely 
different.   Colson  said  that  this  would  be  a  good  way  to  condition  Harrison 
before  putting  the  screws  to  him  on  imports,  which  they  were  about  to  do. 


Page 

10.1   Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  Murray  Chotiner, 

November  3,  1970  (received  from  White  House) ^^^ 

10  2   Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  Jack  Gleason, 

November  2.  1970  with  attachment  (received  from       ^^^ 
White  House) 


(13) 


11.     In  late  November,  1970  Colson,  Kalmbach,  Nelson,  Parr,  AMPI 
lawyers  Harrison  and  Patrick  Hillings  and  Presidential  campaign  fund- 
raiser Tom  Evans  met  in  Kalmbach' s  hotel  room  in  Washington,  D.C.  and 
discussed  procedures  whereby  AMPI's  contributions  to  the  President's 
re-election  campaign  could  meet  statutory  reporting  requirements  without 
resulting  in  publicity. 
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11.4  Letter  from  Marion  Harrison  to  Harold  Nelson, 
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12.     On  December  16  or  17,  1970  AMPI  lawyer  Hillings  hand-delivered 
to  the  White  House  a  letter  to  the  President  requesting  that  the 
President  adopt  a  Tariff  Commission  recommendation  to  restrict  imports 
of  chocolate  crumb  and  other  dairy  products.  The  letter  stated  that 
AMPI  had  conttibuted  about  $135,000  to  Republican  candidates  in  the 
1970  election,  was  now  working  with  Tom  Evans  and  Herb  Kalmbach  in 
setting  up  appropriate  channels  for  AMPI  to  contribute  $2  million  for 
the  President's  re-election,  and  also  was  funding  a  special  project. 
The  letter  was  routed  to  Haldeman.  Ehrlichman  and  Colson.  According 
to  the  White  House  "White  Paper"  on  the  milk  price  support  decision, 
the  President  did  not  see  the  letter. 
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12.1   Letter  from  Patrick  Hillings  to  the  President, 
December  16,  1970  with  attached  memorandum, 
December  1,  1970,  and  attached  routing  slips 
(received  from  SSC) 236 


12.2   White  House  "White  Paper,"  The  Milk  Support  Price 
Decision,  January  8,  1974,  1,  9 
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13.     By  memorandum  dated  December  18,  1970  Charles  Colson  complained 
to  Murray  Chotlner  regarding  the  behavior  of  AMPI  lawyers  Harrison  and 
Hillings.   Colson  stated  that  they  had  so  muddied  up  the  present  dairy 
import  situation  that  he  almost  thought  there  was  no  way  to  help  them. 
He  also  stated  that  they  had  refused  to  help  recently  in  a  matter  of 
great  importance. 
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14.     On  December  31,  1970  the  President  signed  a  proclamation  lowering 
import  quotas  on  certin  chocolate  and  other  dairy  products.  The  action 
taken  by  the  President  was  less  favorable  than  the  steps  recommended  by 
the  Tariff  Commission. 
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15.     In  January  1971  AMPI  began  making  payments  of  $2,500  per  month 
to  the  Washington,  D.C.  public  relations  firm  of  Wagner  &  Baroody.   The 
January  1971  payments  totaled  $10,000  and  were  in  response  to  statements 
from  Wagner  &  Baroody  dated  December  31,  1970  for  counseling  and  public 
relations  services  in  October,  November  and  December  of  1970  and  January 
1971.   AMPI  General  Manager  Nelson  has  testified  that  Wagner  &  Baroody 
was  retained  by  AMPI  after  repeated  requested  by  Colson  to  AMPI  lawyer 
Harrison;  that  shortly  prior  to  AMPI's  agreeing  to  retain  Wagner  &  Baroody, 
AMPI  and  Harrison  had  refused  to  retain  the  firm;  that  AMPI  decided  it  had 
better  hire  the  firm  because  Colson  had  requested  it  and  because  AMPI  was 
afraid  that  it  would  lose  favor  or  its  efforts  would  be  impeded  if  it  did 
not;  that  AMPI  considered  the  payments  to  Wagner  &  Baroody  in  the  nature 
of  contributions;  and  that  Nelson  was  unaware  of  any  activities  undertaken 
by  Wagner  &  Baroody  on  behalf  of  AMPI  and  knew  of  no  AMPI  employee  who  had 
ever  met  with  or  talked  to  anybody  from  the  firm.   The  AMPI  monthly  payments 
•to  Wagner  &  Baroody  continued  from  January  1971  through  January  1972. 
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16.     Prior  to  February  1971  Haldeman  directed  Kalmbach  to  begin 
raising  early  money  for  the  1972  Presidential  campaign.  In  early 
February  1971  Haldeman  gave  Colson  permission  to  proceed  with  finding 
an  outside  man  for  handling  funds  from  certain  groups  that  Kalmbach  did 
not  want  to  be  involved  with.  In  a  February  2,  1971  memorandum  Haldeman 
told  Colson  to  contact  Republic  National  Committee  Chairman  Bob  Dole  re- 
garding complaints  that  the  milk  producers  were  unable  to  work  out  a  means 
of  getting  their  activity  going  regarding  their  support.  On  February  8, 
1971  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman  saying  that  the  problem  involved 
a  person  who  could  handle  outside  support,  that  Haldeman  and  Kalmbach  had 
been  working  on  the  problem,  and  that  it  was  terribly  important  that  Colson 
and  people  at  the  White  House  not  be  personally  involved.  In  or  before 
March  1971  Kalmbach,  with  Haldeman' s  approval,  began  to  assist  in  the 
establishment  of  the  Finance  Committee  to  Re-Elect  the  President. 


Page 

16.1   Herbert  Kalmbach  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz, 


December  13,  1973,  4. 


300 


16.2  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  H.  R.  Haldeman, 
February  1,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 301 
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17.     On  February  2,  1971  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman's 
assistant  Lawrence  Higby  stating  that  the  milk  producers  were  prepared 
to  contribute  $100,000  for  tables  at  a  Republican  dinner  and  that  the 
only  trick  would  be  to  be  certain  that  the  White  House  got  credit  for 
this  against  the  sums  it  was  expected  to  raise.   Higby  noted  on  the 
memorandum ,  "OK . " 
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February  2,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 318 
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18.     Between  February  2,  1971  and  February  16,  1971  Haldeman, 
Ehrlichman,  Colson  and  other  White  House  officials  approved  plans  for 
the  President  to  meet  with  dairy  industry  leaders.   On  a  memorandum 
approving  the  proposal  for  the  meeting  Colson  stated  that  the  President 
said  he  wanted  to  do  this  and  should. 
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John  Whitaker,  February  2,  1971  (received  from 
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18.2  Memorandum  from  David  Parker  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
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19.     Beginning  in  early  1971  dairy  cooperative  representatives 
undertook  intense  lobbying  efforts  in  Congress  to  enact  legislation 
requiring  a  milk  price  support  level  of  between  85%  and  90%  of  parity. 
On  February  10,  1971  Speaker  Carl  Albert,  Congressman  Wilbur  Mills, 
and  Ranking  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  member  John  Byrnes  met 
in  Speaker  Albert's  office  with  AMPI  officials  Harold  Nelson  and 
Dave  Parr,  USDA  Congressional  liaison  head  William  Galbraith,  and 
Counsel  to  the  President  for  Congressional  Relations  Clark  MacGregor. 
On  March  4,  1971  Congressman  Mills  telephoned  0MB  Director  George 
Shultz  and  on  March  10,  1971  Speaker  Albert  telephoned  Shultz  to 
urge  an  increase  in  milk  price  supports.   During  late  February  and 
March,  87  Members  of  Congress  wrote  or  wired  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  urging  an  Increase  in  milk  price  supports  to  90%  of 
parity.   Ten  other  Members  sought  an  increase  to  at  least  85%  of 
parity,  while  4A  Members  foivarded  constituent  requests  which  sought 
increases  to  various  levels.   Between  March  16  and  March  25,  1971 
approximately  28  bills  sponsored  by  118  individual  Representatives 
were  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  and  two  bills  spon- 
sored by  29  Senators  were  introduced  in  the  Senate  to  increase  the 
minimum  level  of  milk  price  supports  to  at  least  85%  of  parity. 
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19.3  Memorandum  from  George  Shultz  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
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ments received  from  the  White  House.*   350 
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20.     On  or  about  March  3,  1971  the  Department  of  Agriculture  concluded 
that  an  Increase  in  milk  price  supports  above  the  then  current  level  of 
$4.66  per  hundredweight  (cwt)  (approximately  79%  of  parity)  was  not 
economically  justified  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of  milk.   Between 
March  3,  1971  and  March  12,  1971  the  President,  Ehrlichman,  Ehrlichman's 
assistant  for  agricultural  matters  John  Whitaker,  Counsel  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  Congressional  Relations  Clark  MacGregor ,  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  Director  George  Shultz,  and  other  White  House,  0MB,  and 
Council  of  Economic  Advisors  officials  discussed  the  Department  of 
Agriculture's  decision.   On  March  10,  1971  Colson  sent  Ehrlichman  a 
memorandum  stating  that  because  of  the  obvious  political  support  they 
had  discussed,  affirmative  action  should  be  taken  on  certain  cheese 
imports  in  order  to  counteract  the  effect  of  the  parity  level  announcement, 
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20.1  Memorandum  from  Gary  Seevers  to  Paul  McCracken 
and  Hendrik  S.  Houthakker,  March  3,  1971  (received 
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20.2  Memorandum  from  Donald  Rice  to  George  Schultz  and 
John  Ehrlichman,  March  4,  1971  with  routing  memo- 
randum (received  from  White  House) 365 

20.3  Memorandum  from  Clark  MacGregor  to  John  Ehrlichman 
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20.4  Memorandum  from  Donald  Rice  to  George  Shultz, 
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20.5  Memorandum  from  "JCW"  [John  Whitaker]  to  "JE"  [John 
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20.7   Memorandum  from  George  Shultz  to  the  staff  secretary. 


March  20,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 
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21.     On  March  12,  1971  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Hardin,  finding  that 
the  price  support  level  of  $4.66  per  cwt.  would  assure  an  adequate  supply 
and  otherwise  fully  meet  the  applicable  statutory  criteria,  set  the  milk 
price  support  level  for  the  marketing  year  April  I,  1971  -  March  31,  1972 
at  $4.66  (approximately  79%  of  parity).   In  the  same  press  release 
announcing  the  price  support  decision,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
noted  that  the  President  had  ordered  the  Tariff  Commission  to  conduct  an 
Immediate  investigation  on  restricting  cheese  imports  and  it  announced 
purchase  of  cheese  for  the  USDA  food  program.  According  to  a  memorandum 
by  Whitaker,  the  President  approved  this  announcement  on  March  12,  1971 
on  the  recommendation  of  Hardin,  Shultz,  Ehrlichman  and  Special  Assistant 
to  the  President  for  International  Economic  Affairs  Peter  Peterson. 
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22.     From  early  March  1971  through  March  25,  1971  dairy  cooperative 
attorneys  and  representatives  contacted  Administration  officials  to  urge 
that  the  President  increase  milk  supports  above  the  level  set  by  Secretary 
Hardin.  Murray  Chotiner,  who  resigned  as  Special  Counsel  to  the  President 
on  March  4,  1971  and  was  retained  by  AMPI  shortly  thereafter,  spoke  with 
John  Ehrlichman,  John  Whitaker,  Charles  Colson,  and  Colson's  assistant 
Henry  Cashen  to  urge  that  the  milk  price  support  level  be  increased.  Jake 
Jacobsen,  another  AMPI  attorney,  met  with  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Connally. 
Bob  Lilly,  the  secretary  of  AMPI's  political  trust,  has  testified  that  in 
March  1971  Secretary  Connally  told  him  that  an  increase  in  milk  price 
supports  was  "in  the  bag."  Connally  has  denied  making  this  statement  or 
meeting  with  AMPI  officials  between  March  12,  1971  and  March  25,  1971.  AMPI 
representatives  Nelson,  Parr  and  Harrison  have  testified  that  campaign 
contributions  were  not  discussed  as  a  quid  pro  quo  to  the  price  support 
increase. 
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23.     On  March  17,  1971  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman's  aide 
Gordon  Strachan  attaching  memoranda  from  Colson 's  file  regarding  the 
milk  producers'  political  contributions  and  saying  this  is  now  in  your 
department.  On  March  18,  1971  Dean  sent  to  Kalmbach  and  other 
Presidential  campaign  fundraisers  a  draft  charter  for  a  political  committee 
to  serve  as  a  model  to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  milk  producers' 
association.  Haldeman  has  stated  that  on  an  uncertain  date  he  had  a  conver- 
sation with  Connally  regarding  the  establishment  of  mechanics  for  receiving 
milk  producer  contributions. 
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23.2  Memorandum  from  John  Dean  to  Frank  DeMarco,  Tom 
Evans  and  Herbert  Kalmbach,  March  18,  1971,  with 
attachment  (received  from  SSC) 500 

23.3  H.  R.  Haldeman  interview,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

January  31,  1974,  20-21 510 
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24.     On  March  19,  1971  Ehrlichman,  Shultz,  Whltaker,  Cashen,  and 
other  White  House  aides  met  in  Ehrlichman 's  office  with  Campbell  and 
Hardin  and  discussed  the  milk  price  support  issue. 
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24.1  John  Ehrlichman  log,  March  19,  1971  (received 

from  SSC) 514 

24.2  Memorandum  from  Edward  Schmults  to  James 
Hamilton  and  Donald  Sanders,  November  27,  1973 
(received  from  SSC) 516 

24.3  Memorandum  from  John  Whitaker  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
March  19,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 518 
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25.     On  March  19,  1971  Connally  met  with  AMPI  lawyer  Jake  Jacobsen. 
On  March  20,  1971  and  March  22,  1971  Connally  and  the  President  had 
telephone  conversations . 
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25.1  John  Connally  log,  March  19,  1971  (received 

from  SSC) ^20 

25.2  White  House  record  of  John  Connally  contacts  with 
the  President,  March  20,  1971  (received  from 

White  House) 521 
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26.     Following  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture's  announcement  that  the 
milk  price  support  level  would  be  maintained  at  $4.66  per  cwt.,  dairy 
cooperative  leaders  determined  to  cancel  the  plans  they  had  made  in 
February  1971  to  contribute  between  $60,000  and  $100,000  at  a  Republican 
dinner  scheduled  for  March  24,  1971.  Prior  to  March  22,  1971  dairy  coopera- 
tives did  not  purchase  tickets  to  the  dinner.   On  March  22,  1971  AMPI 
treasurer  Bob  Lilly  drew  checks  totalling  $10,000  for  tickets  to  the  dinner. 
Lilly  has  testified  that  this  was  the  usual  amount  that  would  normally 
have  been  contributed. 


26.1   Gary  Hanman  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
May  21,  1974,  4-8 
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26.2  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  Lawrence  Higby, 
February  2,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 529 

26.3  Bob  Lilly  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

November  14,  1973,  182-83 530 

26.4  Robert  Isham  deposition.  Exhibit  E,  Nader  v.   Butz, 
November  29,  1972 532 
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27.     On  March  22,  1971  Whitaker  sent  the  President  a  memorandum 
for  the  President's  meeting  with  AMPI  officials  scheduled  for  the  following 
day.   The  memorandum  stated  that  the  dairy  lobby  had  become  very  strong 
and  lately  had  decided,  like  organized  labor,  to  spend  a  lot  of  political 
money.   The  memorandum  also  stated  that  Ehrlichman,  Shultz,  Cashen, 
Assistant  0MB  Director  Rice  and  other  White  House  officials  had  met  with 
Hardin  and  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Campbell  on  the  problem  on 
March  19,  1971  and  recommended  that  the  President  hold  the  line,  listen 
to  the  dairymen's  arguments,  and  await  developments  on  the  bill  in  the  next 
two  weeks  to  see  if  the  Democrats  could  move  on  the  bill. 
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March  22,  1971  with  attachments  (received  from 
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28.      At  approximately  10:16  a.m.  on  the  morning  of  March  23,  1971 
Secretary  Connally  spoke  by  telephone  with  the  President.  According 
to  a  memorandum  by  Whitaker,  Connally  suggested  that  the  President  go 
along  with  the  dairymen  he  was  scheduled  to  meet  at  10:30  a.m.  and 
announce  that  he  was  ready  to  go  to  85%  of  parity  ($4.92). 
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28.1  Tape  recording  of  President's  statement 
during  telephone  conversation  between  the 
President  and  John  Connally,  March  23,  1971, 
10:16-10:19  a.m.  and  House  Judiciary 

Committee  transcript  thereof  • • •   556 

28.2  White  House  record  of  John  Connally  contacts 
with  the  President,  March  23,  1971  (received 

from  White  House) ^V" 


28.3   John  Connally  log,  March  23,  1971  (received 
from  SSC) 


561 


28.4   Memorandum  from  John  Whitaker  for  the  record, 

March  25,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 562 
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29.     On  March  23,  1971  from  10:30  to  11:25  a.m.  the  President,  Hardin, 
Shultz,  Whitaker  and  other  White  House  and  Department  of  Agriculture 
officials  met  in  the  Cabinet  Room  of  the  White  House  with  Nelson,  Parr, 
Harrison  and  approximately  15  other  representatives  of  AMPI  and  other  dairy 
cooperatives.   They  discussed  political  support,  price  support  levels  and 
other  matters. 
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29.1  Tape  recording  of  meeting  among  the  President 

and  dairy  representatives,  March  23,  1971,  10:35  - 

11:25  a.m.,  and  House  Judiciary  Committee 

transcript  thereof ^^^ 

29.2  White  House  list  of  participants  in  March  23,  1971 
meeting  of  the  President  and  dairy  leaders  (received 

from  White  House) ^17 
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30.     On  March  23,  1971  from  approximately  12:18  p.m.  to  approximately 
1:07  p.m.  the  President  met  with  Ehrlichman  and  Shultz  in  the  Oval  Office. 
At  an  unspecified  time  on  March  23,  1971  the  President  had  a  telephone 
conversation  with  Colson. 


Page 

30.1  John  Ehrlichman  log,  March  23,  1971  (received 

from  White  House) 622 

30.2  White  House  record  of  George  Shultz  contacts 
with  the  President,  March  23,  1971  (received 

from  White  House) 624 

30.3  White  House  record  of  Charles  Colson  contacts 
with  the  President,  March  23,  1971  (received 

from  White  House) 625 
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31.     On  March  23,  1971  from  5:05  to  5:35  p.m.,  the  President  met  in 
his  Oval  Office  with  Ehrlichman,  Connally,  Hardin,  Whitaker,  Shultz, 
Campbell  and  Rice.   They  discussed  changing  the  milk  price  support  level. 
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31.1  Tape  recording  of  meeting  among  the  President, 
John  Ehrlichman,  John  Connally,  Clifford  Hardin, 
John  Whitaker,  George  Shultz,  J.  Phil  Campbell 
and  Donald  Rice,  March  23,  1971,  5:05-5:35  p.m. 

and  House  Judiciary  Committee' transcript  thereof 628 

31.2  White  House  record  of  John  Whitaker  contacts  with 
the  President,  March  23,  1971  (received  from 

White  House) 672 
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32.     On  March  23,  1971  from  5:35  to  5:38  p.m.  the  President  met  with 
Connally  in  the  Oval  Office.  At  5:50  p.m.  Ehrlichman  met  with  Colson 
and  at  approximately  6:00  p.m.  Colson  met  with  AMPI  lawyer  Chotiner. 
During  the  afternoon  or  evening  of  March  23,  1971  Under  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Campbell  had  a  telephone  conversation  with  Nelson.  At  some 
time  on  March  23,  1971  Connally  had  a  telephone  conversation  with  AMPI 
lawyer  Jacobsen. 
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32.1  White  House  record  of  John  Connally  contacts  i 
with  the  President,  March  23,  1971  (received 

from  White  House) ^74 

32.2  John  Ehrlichman  log,  March  23,  1971  (received 

from  SSC) ^75 

32.3  Murray  Chotiner  interviews,  SSC,  December  7,  1973 
and  December  10,  1973,  with  accompanying 

affidavit  submitted  to  the  SSC 677 


32.4  Gary  Hanman  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

May  21,  1974,  9-11 

32.5  J.  Phil  Campbell  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
May  31,  1974,  60,  61,  64-66 

32.6  John  Connally  log,  March  23,  1971  (received  from 
SSC) 

32.7  Harold  Nelson  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz,  February  7, 
1973,  75  and  Exhibit  75 
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33.     During  the  night  of  March  23,  1971  AMPI  officials  flew  to 
Louisville,  Kentucky,  the  home  of  Dairymen,  Inc.  (DI) ,  another  large  milk 
producers  cooperative  and  met  at  about  4:00  a.m.  on  March  24,  1971 
with  Paul  Alagia,  an  official  of  DI  who  had  attended  the  March  23,  1971 
morning  meeting  with  the  President.  They  discussed  political  contributions 
including  the  possibility  of  an  Immediate  contribution  to  purchase  tickets 
to  a  Republican  fundraising  dinner  to  be  held  that  evening.  They  also 
discussed  loans  among  their  organizations  for  the  purpose  of  making  contri- 
butions.  During  the  afternoon  of  March  24,  1971  a  DI  contribution  $25,000 
was  flown  to  Washington  and  given  to  several  Republican  committees  to  buy 
seats  to  the  dinner. 
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33.1  Paul  Alagia  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

January  25,  1974,  31-34,  38-41 704 

33.2  Harold  Nelson  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

December  19,  1973,  72-74 712 

33.3  David  Parr  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

December  21,  1973,  79-81 715 

33.4  Gary  Hanman  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

May  21,  1974,  8,  13-14,  20 718 

33.5  SPACE  report  to  the  Clerk  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives,  June  4,  1971  (received 
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34.     Kalmbach  has  testified  that  pursuant  to  a  telephone  call  he 
received  from  Ehrlichman  on  March  23,  1971,  Kalmbach  met  with  Ehrlichman 
at  5:30  p.m.  on  March  24,  1971  and  was  told  by  Ehrlichman  that  he  would 
be  meeting  with  Chotiner  later  that  evening  to  receive  a  reaffirmation 
of  the  $2  million  pledge.   During  the  night  of  March  24,  1971,  following 
the  Republican  fundraising  dinner,  Chotiner,  Kalmbach  and  AMPI  General 
Manager  Nelson  met  in  Washington,  D.C.  in  Kalmbach's  hotel  room.   Kalm- 
bach has  testified  that  Chotiner  said  that  in  view  of  the  price  support 
decision  to  be  announced  the  next  day  the  milk  producers  were  reaffirming 
to  Kalmbach  their  pledge  of  $2  million  to  the  1972  campaign.   Chotiner 
has  stated  that  as  a  result  of  a  conversation  with  Ehrlichman  he  met  with 
Nelson  and  Kalmbach  and  discussed  contributions  but  they  did  not  discuss 
price  supports  or  a  definite  amount  to  be  contributed.   Nelson  has 
testified  that  they  met  and  discussed  contributions.   Kalmbach  has 
testified  that  on  March  25,  1971  he  reported  to  Ehrlichman  that  Chotiner 
and  Nelson  had  reaffirmed  their  $2  million  pledge  to  the  campaign. 
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34.2  Harold  Nelson  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
December  18,  1973,  159,  191,  163-66 735 
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34.4  Murray  Chotlner  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz, 
December  28,  1972,  23-26.*  751 

34.5  Herbert  Kalmbach  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz, 
December  13,  1973,  55-56.*  755 

34.6  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  SSC  Executive 
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35.     On  March  24,  1971  Campbell  sent  to  Rice  a  draft  press  release 
announcing  an  increase  in  milk  price  supports  for  use  when  action  was 
completed  on  the  subject.   On  March  25,  1971  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
officially  announced  that  the  milk  price  support  level  for  the  1971-72 
marketing  year  would  be  $4.93  per  cwt.  (approximately  85%  of  parity). 
Hardin  has  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  civil  litigation 
challenging  the  milk  price  support  increase  that  he  reevaluated  the 
evidence  regarding  the  milk  price  support  level  and  that  the  decision 
to  set  the  price  support  level  at  $4.93  was  based  entirely  on  a 
reconsideration  of  the  evidence  on  the  basis  of  the  statutory  criteria. 


35.1  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  press 
release,  March  25,  1971  (received  from  White 
House) .' 

35.2  Memorandum  from  J.  Phil  Campbell  to  Donald  Rice, 
March  24,  1971,  with  attached  proposed  press 
release  (received  from  White  House) 
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35.3   Clifford  Hardin  affidavit,  Nader  v.  Butz,  March 
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36.     Between  March  30,  1971  and  August  5,  1971  Harrison  and 
Chotlner  transmitted  to  AMPI  the  names  of  100  political  committees  to 
receive  contributions  and  over  spring  and  sxammer  of  1971  AMPI  and  the 
other  dairy  cooperatives  made  contributions  of  $2,500  each  to . the 
committees.   The  names  and  charters  of  the  committees  were  prepared  by 
Presidential  campaign  fundraisers  Bob  Bennett  and  Hugh  Sloan  with  the 
assistance  of  John  Dean.  Haldeman  received  reports  from  Dean  and 
Strachan  regarding  the  collection  and  handling  of  the  milk  money.  On 
September  11,  1971  Strachan  sent  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman  stating  that 
fundraiser  Lee  Nunn  reported  that  $232,500  of  milk  money  had  been 
realized.   Strachan  stated  that  this  was  slightly  more  than  one-half 
of  the  amount  that  should  have  been  realized  on  the  commitment  ($90,000 
per  month) .   Throughout  this  period  dairy  cooperative  representatives 
referred  to  the  commitment  to  make  contributions  to  the  President's 
reelection  campaign. 
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March  30,  1971  with  attachment  (received 
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36.5  Letter  from  Hugh  Sloan  to  John  Dean,  April  12, 

1971  with  attachment  (received  from  SSC) 802 

36.6  Information  on  campaign  spending  —  H.R.  Haldeman 
and  John  Dean,  May  18,  1971,  SSC  Exhibit  No. 

34-26,  3  SSC  1226-  30 808 
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36.10  Letter  from  Gary  Hanman  to  Dean  Kloock,  April  26, 
1971,  Hanman  Exhibit  G,  Nader  v.  Butz 819 
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37.     In  August  1971  Colson  asked  that  AMPI  make  a  contribution  to 
People  United  for  Good  Government,  a  political  committee,  without 
specifying  the  purpose  of  the  contribution.   On  September  2,  1971  AMPI 
contributed  $5,000  to  People  United  for  Good  Government.  Without 
the  knowledge  of  AMPI  officials,  this  money  was  later  used  to  reimburse 
Joseph  Baroody  of  Wagner  &  Baroody  for  funds  he  had  loaned  to  Colson. 
The  loan  had  been  used  to  pay  expenses  incurred  by  the  White  House 
Special  Investigations  Unit  (the  "Plumbers")  in  connection  with  the 
break- ia  of  the  offices  of  Daniel  Ellsberg's  psychiatrist. 
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38.     On  September  3,  1971  the  President  delivered  a  speech  to  the 
AMPI  convention  in  Chicago,  Illinois. 
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39.     In  mid-September  1971  newspaper  articles  were  published  about 
AMPI's  contributions  suggesting  they  Influenced  the  March  1971  milk 
price  support  decision.  According  to  reports  filed  with  the  Clerk  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  AMPI  made  no  direct  contributions  to  the 
President's  re-election  campaign  after  September  10,  1971. 
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September  24,  1971  (received  from  White  House).   ...  ^^8 

39.2  Wall  Street  Journal.  September  27,  1971,  1,  12.   ...  849 

39.3  Washington  Post.  September  27,  1971,  Al,  A14 852 

39.4  Memorandum  from  Gordon  Strachan  to  H.R.  Haldeman, 
September  28,  1971  (received  from  White  House).   ...  861 

Note:  The  Committee  has  on  file  copies  of  the 
TAPE  (AMPI  political  trust)  reports  to 
the  Clerk  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives . 


(47) 


40.     On  November  22,  1971  Deputy  Assistant  to  the  President  John 
Whltaker  prepared  and  signed  a  "Memorandum  to  the  President's  File" 
dated  that  day  regarding  the  President's  afternoon  meeting  of  March  23, 
1971  on  milk  price  supports.  Thereafter  the  memorandum  was  re-dated  to 
March  23,  1971.   On  July  11,  1973  the  file  copy  of  the  memorandum  dated 
November  22,  1971  was  listed  under  claim  of  executive  privilege  in  civil 
litigation  in  United  States  District  Court  challenging  the  March  1971 
milk  price  support  decision  as  being  unlawfully  based  on  political 
considerations.   On  November  16,  1973  Special  Counsel  to  the  President 
J.  Fred  Buzhardt  filed  the  affidavit  informing  the  court  of  the  fact 
that  the  memorandum  had  been  re-dated.  Buzhardt  stated  in  the  affidavit 
that  it  had  been  informally  ascertained  from  the  originator  of  the 
menorfindum  that  the  date  on  the  original  was  apparently  changed  by 
persons  unknown. 
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41.     On  January  24,  1972  a  civil  suit  was  filed  in  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Colmnbia  challenging  the  March  1971 
milk  price  support  increase  as  unlawfully  based  on  political  consider- 
ations and  campaign  contributions.   After  February  1,  1972  Counsel  to 
the  President  John  Dean  reported  regularly  on  the  litigation  to  Halde- 
man  and  Ehrlichman. 

Page 
41.1   Nader  v.  Butz  docket,  January  24,  1972 878 


41.2  Memorandum  from  John  Dean  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
February  1,  1972,  with  attached  routing  slip 
(received  from  White  House) 879 

41.3  Memorandum  from  John  Dean  to  H.R.  Haldeman 
and  John  Ehrlichman,  August  31,  1972  (received 

from  White  House) 885 

41.4  Memorandum  from  John  Dean  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
September  28,  1972  (received  from  White  House)..  ..   888 

41.5  Memorandum  from  John  Dean  to  Charles  Colson, 

December  15,  1972  (received  from  White  House) 892 

41.6  John  Ehrlichman  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
February  8,  1974,   58-59 893 


(49) 


42.     In  January  and  February  1972  Kalmbach  and  AMPI  representatives 
discussed  procedures  whereby  AMPI  could  resume  making  political  contri- 
butions without  the  contributions  being  made  public.   In  March  or  early 
April  1972,  following  attempts  by  AMPI  to  get  the  Department  of  Justice 
to  drop  an  antitrust  suit  against  AMPI,  Kalmbach  told  AMPI  representa- 
tives that  he  would  not  accept  additional  AMPI  contributions. 
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43.     On  the  list  of  pre-Aprll  7,  1972  contributions  prepared  by  the 
Finance  Committee  to  Re-elect  the  President  and  sent  to  the  President's 
personal  secretary.  Rose  Mary  Woods,  contributions  by  the  dairy  organi- 
zations are  listed  separately  under  the  heading:   "house  account." 
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43.1  List  of  pre-April  7,  1972  contributions  maintained     ' 
by  Rose  Mary  Woods  (received  from  White  House) .   . .     946 

43.2  Rose  Mary  Woods  testimony.  United  States  v.  Mitchell 

and  Stans,  March  18,  1974,  4879-4881.*   947 
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44.     On  October  21,  1972  Lee  Nunn,  who  had  taken  over  Kalmbach's 
responsibilities  as  a  major  Presidential  campaign  fundraiser,  met  with 
AMPI  General  Manager  George  Mehren  and  asked  AMPI  to  make  an  additional 
substantial  contribution  to  the  President's  re-election  campaign.  Nunn 
has  testified  that  when  Mehren  stated  AMPI  could  not  make  additional 
contributions  to  Presidential  candidates,  Nunn  suggested  that  AMPI  make 
a  contribution  to  the  Republican  Congressional  and  Senatorial  campaign 
committees.  Nunn  has  testified  that  he  reported  to  Maurice  Stans, 
Chairman  of  both  the  Republican  National  Finance  Committee  and  the 
Finance  Committee  to  Re-elect  the  President,  that  AMPI  could  not  con- 
tribute to  the  Presidential  campaign  but  would  probably  contribute  to 
the  Congressional  campaigns  and  that  Stans  told  Nunn  to  contact  the  two 
Republican  Congressional  campaign  committees  and  see  if  they  could  not 
make  some  repayment  on  loans  that  had  been  advanced. 
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45.     On  October  27,  1972  AMPI  contributed  over  $300,000  to  the 
Republican  Senatorial  and  Congressional  campaign  committees.  There- 
after $200,000  was  used  by  the  Congressional  and  Senatorial  campaign 
committees  to  repay  loans  from  the  Republican  National  Finance  Com- 
mittee. On  November  6,  1972  and  November  13,  1972,  $200,000  was 
transferred  by  the  Republican  National  Finance  Committee  and  its  sub- 
sidiary Republican  Campaign  Committee  to  the  Finance  Committee  to 
Re-elect  the  President. 


Page 

45.1  Lee  Nunn  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

March  20,  1974,  72-73 966 

45.2  Republican  National  Finance  Committee  Report 
to  Clerk  of  the  United  States  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, January  31,  1973  (received  from  SSC).   968 

45.3  Republican  Campaign  Committee  report  to  Clerk 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
January  31,  1973  (received  from  SSC) 973 

45.4  House  Judiciary  Committee  staff  summary  of 
transactions  among  TAPE  and  Republican  political 
committees,  October  27,  1972  -  November  13,  1972.   978 

45.5  Bob  Lilly  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session^ 
November  16,  1973,  250-52  and  attachment 979 


(53) 


STATBENT  OF  INFORMATION 
AND 
SUPPORTING  EVIDENCE 


POLITICAL  CONTRIBUTIONS  BY 

MILK  PRODUCERS  COOPERATIVES: 

IHE  1971  MIIX  PRICE  SUPPORT  DECISION 

Part  1 


(55) 


1.      Prior  to  August  2,  1969  Milton  Semer,  a  lawyer  for  the  predecessor 
organization  of  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  (AMPI) ,  a  large  milk 
producers'  cooperative,  told  Herbert  W.  Kalmbach,  the  President's  personal 
attorney  and  political  fundraiser,  that  Semer's  client  wanted  to  make  a 
political  contribution.   Semer  told  Kalmbach  that  his  client  had  three 
goals:   (1)  milk  price  supports  at  a  level  of  90%  of  parity;  (2)  a  Presi- 
dential address  to  the  AMPI  convention  the  following  year;   and  (3)  some 
identity  or  audience  with  the  President,  such  as  picture  taking  and  the 
ability  to  talk  to  various  people  within  the  White  House.   Kalmbach  has 
testified  that  he  informed  Haldeman  of  AMPI' s  goals  and  its  desire  to  make 
contributions  and  that  Haldeman  authorized  Kalmbach  to  accept  the  contri- 
bution.  Haldeman  has  stated  that  Kalmbach  reported  to  him  generally  on 
fundraising  activities  but  that  he  does  not  recall  Kalmbach 's  reporting  on 
the  milk  producers'  contribution. 
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1   1     MILTON  SEMER  STATEMENT,   FEBRUARY  5,    1974,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,   EXHIBIT 

1,  1-2 ^-s  'r: 

IN  EXECUTIVE  SESSION  'Jff% 

■  ■  TESTIMOM'/  OF  MILTON  P.  SEMER 

BEFORE  THE  SELECT  COK-IITTES  OH  PRESIDENTIAL 
CM-IP AIGN  ACTIVITIES,  U.  S.  SENATE 

FEBRUARY  3,  19  74  '        ^ 

Mv  name  is  Milton  P.  Seraer;  I  am  an  attorney  practicing  law 
i-  Wasninciton,  D.  C.  I  am  appearing  to  describe  my  relationship 
with  a  fo^er  client,  the  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  of  San 
Antonio,  Texas. 

From  discussions  with  your  staff,  I  understand  your  interest 
in  my  testimony  to  center  on  representation  of  the  client  during 
1969  and  1970. 

Also  in  light  of  your  staffs  interest,  I  should  note  that  in 
196  8  I  was  Treasurer  for  Senator  Muskie's  Vice  Presidential  cam-_ 
paign,  and  when  Senator  Muskie  ran  for  reelection  to  the  Senate  m 
1970,  I  was  Treasurer  of  the  Muskie  Election  Committee. 

Attached  to  my  statement  are  copies  of  letters  from  the  client 
to  this  Committee's  staff  setting  forth  the  extent  to  which  the_ 
client  has  waived  the  attorney-client  privilege  in  connection  with 
my  testimony. 


My  relationship  with  the  client  commenced  on  March  21,  1969, 
when  representatives  came  to  see  me  in  Washington.   We  discussed 
how  our  Washington  firm  might  assist  them,  when  circumstances  re- 
quired, in  making  a  persuasive  case  on  the  merits  to  the  Federal 
Government  on  substan.tive  issues  of  interest  to  them,  including  ^ 
price  supports  and  import  competition.   In  part,  it  appeared  thau 
this  would  involve  presenting  their  arguments  to  the  White  House  —  . 
which,  during  the  Kennedy  and  Johnson  Administrations,  had  actively 
participated  in  decisions  on  such  issues,  and  presumably  would 
continue  to  do  so. 

At  the  same  time,  it  was  explained  to  me  that  the  client  was ^ 
o-ganizing  a  political  fund,  the  Trust  for  Agricultural  and  Politi- 
cal Education,  to  raise  funds  from  their  memiers  for  distribution 
to  candidates  of  both  major  parties  in  local.  State,  Congressional, 
and  Presidential  campaigns.   TAPE  was  described  to  ms  as  a  fund 
modeled  after  the  AFL-CIO's  Committee  for  Political  Education ,  COPE, 
whose  purpose  would  be  to  support  and  win  friends  on  Capitol  Hill 
jjid  in  the  Administration  and  promote  the  milk  farmer's  position 
on  the  issues. 

Shortly  after  mv  initial  meeting  with  the  client,  I  began  an 
■j^nsuccessful  effort  to  help  it  find  out  how  the  iTnite  House  was  to 
b2  organized,  and  to  whom  it  should  make  its  case. 

X'^^-^   ^^^  c^Av?/ 

NOTE:   AT  MILTON  SEMER 'S  EXECUTIVE  SESSION  TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  SENATE  SELECT 
COMMITTEE  ON  FEBRUARY  S,    1974,    THE  ABOVE  STATEMENT  PROVIDED  BY  SEMER 
WAS  INTRODUCED  INTO  EVIDENCE  AS  EXHIBIT  1. 
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1.1     MILTON  SEMER  STATEMENT,  FEBRUARYS,    1974,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION     EXHIBIT 
1,    1-2 


I  have  related  the  details  of  these  efforts  to  your  staff 
and  my  purpoSR  in  this  statement  is  to  highlight  th-  basic  events 
in  the  chronology. 

On  October  25,  1968,  just  before  the  Presidential  election,  I 
called  Mr.  John  Mitchell  who  had  served  on  an  advisory  committee 
when  I  was  General  Counsel  of  the  housing  department  in  the  early 
1960 -s.   1  phoned  him  at  the  behest  of  a  client  wishing  to  contrib- 
ute to  the  Nixon  campaign.  Mr.  Mitchell  had  put  me  in  touch  with 
Mr.  Maurice  Stans,  who  in  turn  referred  me  to  Mr.  jack  Gleason. 

On  March  25,  1969,  following  my  initial  meeting  with  the  client 
1  called  Jack  Gleason  at  the  White  House  to  describe  my  firm's  new 
client  and  its  interest  in  finding  out  to  whom  at  the  White  House 
it  should  direct  its  case.  Mr.  Gleason  in  turn  suggested  I  deal 
with  Mr.  Herbert  Kalmbach,  and  it  shortly  was  arranged  for  me  to 
meet  Mr.  Kalmbach  in  Washington. 

On  April  3,  1969,  I  explained  to  Mr.  Kalmbach  the  interests  of 
my  client.  Mr.  Kalmbach  did  not  ask  for  a  political  contribution, 
but  did  inquire  about  the  contribution  potential  of  the  client's 
political  trust  fund,  TAPE. 

On  July  10,  1969,  I  visited  with  Mr.  Kalmbach  at  his  office  in 
Newport  Beach,  California.  On  this  occasion  Mr.  Kalmbach  inquired 
how  TAPE'S  fund-raising  was  progressing.  When  I  explained  that 
my  client  hoped  its  trust  fund  would  collect  sufficient  funds  to 
make  contributions  to  a  large  number  of  candidates  of  both  parties 
at  all  levels  of  government,  Mr.  Kalmbach  told  me  that  contributions 
would  be  appreciated  by  the  Administration. 

At  this  time  it  was  my' understanding,  and  I  thought  it  was  Mr. 
Kalmbach' s,  that  the  client  would  be  making,  through  its  trust  fund, 
a  series  of  political  contributions  to  committees  for  1970  Congres- 
sional candidates,  to  be  reported  by  TAPE  and  by  the  recipient 
committees.   It  had  been  a  common  practice  for  past  Administrations 
to  "piggy-back"  such  contributions  —  that  is,  to  transmit  them 
through  the  incumbent  Administration,  allowing  it  to  share  credit 
for  the  contributions  with  the  donor  —  and  1  had  discussed  this 
political  technique  both  with  the  client  and  with  Mr.  Kalmbach. 

Thus  it  was  that  on  August  1,  1969,  I  flew  to  Dallas,  Texas,  to 
receive  from  the  client  for  delivery  to  Mr.  Kalmbach  the  next  day  a 
contribution  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  cash.   Although  more 
than  a  little  surprised  at  the  amount,  which  was  much  larger  than  I 
had  supposed  it  would  be,  1  delivered  the  funds  to  Mr.  Kalmbach  as 
1  had  agreed  to  do.   Neither  then  nor  later  did  he  tell  me  anything 
inconsistent  with  my  understanding  of  the  nature  of  this  transaction, 
as  summarized  above. 
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2092 

and  in  Arizona.  In  1967,  the  present  firm  of  Kalmbach,  DeMarco, 
Knapp  &  ChillingTvorth  was  founded  with  oftices  in  Los  Angeles 
and  Newport  Beach.  Also,  for  more  than  20  years  I  have  been  a^ive 
in  political  work— particularly  in  recent  years  in  the  area  of  campaign 

S?nce  early  1969, 1  have  been  engaged  in  activities  on  the  President's 

behalf  in  three  major  areas.  .,         ,  i     fo*o«f;«r> 

fTTrst,  it  has  been  the  source  of  great  pride  and  Personal  satisfaction 
I  to  me  and  to  my  partners  to  have  had  the  responsibility  for  handling 
•  personal  legal  matters  for  President  Nixon  and  members  of  his  imme- 
,  diate  family  for  the  past  4  years.  During  this  period,  P^acticalh  aU 
I  of  the  contacts  that  I  had  relative  to  these  matters  were  handled 
Ithrrmgh  either  John  Ehrlichman  or  John  Dean. 

^ecSnd,  I  acted  as  trustee  during  the  period  from  January  of  1969 
to  early  February  of  1972  for  certam  surplus  funds  which  had  accru^ 
principally  from  the  primary  period  of  the  1968  campaign  Whde 
Maurice  H.  Stans  was  the  individual  with  whom  I  dealt  at  the  tune 
I  accepted  such  trusteeship,  I  disbursed  from  such  funds  only  at  the 
express  direction  of  H.  R.  Haldeman  or  others  clearly  having  the 
authority  to  direct  such  disbursements.  .  t     *\.^ 

Third,  I  agreed  to  solicit  early  pledges  of  financial  support  for  the 
President's  1972  campaign  beginning  in  November  of  1970.  Ihis  as_ 
signment  was  completed  in  the  spring  of  1972.  The  original  records  of 
this  activity  were  turned  over  to  the  finance  committee  after  Mr  btans 
had  assumed  the  post  of  finance  chairman  on  February  15,  1972  1 
thereupon  directed  my  secretary  to  destroy  my  files  which  were  wholly 
personal  and  supportive  of  the  onginaf  files  earlier  transferred  to 
the  finance  committee.  This  action  on  my  part  was  intended  to  insure 
the  continued  confidentiality  of  the  contacts  that  I  had  had  with 
various  contributors  with  whom  I  had  dealt  during  this  period.  Copies 
of  what  remaining  records  I  have  and  such  bank  records  as  I  have  been 
able  to  retrieve  have  been  supplied  to  the  committee  s  staff  prior  to  my 
appearance  here  today.  .  .  „i„j„„ 

Finally,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  deny  any  prior  knowledge 
of  the  Watergate  break-in,  in  or  participation  m,  the  formulation  ot 
any  planned  conspiracy  to  cover  up  that  incident  or  act  of  campaign 
sabotage  or  unethical  activity.  My  actions  in  the  period  immediately 
followuig  the  break-m  which  involved  the  raising  of  funds  to  pro^'lde 
for  the  legal  defense  of  the  Watergate  defendants  and  for  the  support 
of  their  families  were  prompted  in  the  belief  that  such  was  proper  and 
necessary  to  discharge  what  I  assumed  to  be  a  moral  obligation  that 
had  arisen  in  some  manner  unknown  to  me  by  reason  of  earlier  events. 
The  fact  that  I  had  been  directed  to  undertake  these  actions  by  the 
No  2  and  No.  3  men  on  the  Wliite  House  staff  made  it  absolutely 
incomprehensible  to  me  that  my  actions  in  this  regard  could  have  been 
regarded  in  any  way  as  improper  or  unethical. 

I  am  here  before  you  today  to  tell  the  truth  about  my  activities  dur- 
ing the  period  in  question.  It  is  not  my  purpose  to  testify  for  or  against 
any  individual.  I  wish  to  cooperate  fully  with  the  committee,  and  in 
that  spirit,  I  am  now  ready  to  answer  your  questions  to  the  veiy  best 
of  my  ability. 
Thank  you. 
Uv.  Dash.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Kalmbach. 
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Mr.  Kalifiach.   Yes,  and  of  course  tnese  funds  ca.-ne  into 
my  —  under  my  control  at  a  later  date  subsequent  to  that 
January  14th,  1969  meeting  with  Mr.  Stans. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Now,  did  there  come  a  time,  in  1969,  when  you 
were  contacted  by  a  representative  of  the  Dairy  Lobby  or 
Dairy  Industry? 

Mr.  Kalmbach .   Yes ,  on  or  about  April  —  the  early  part 
of  April  —  as  I  remember  it.   I  was  contacted  by  telephone 
by  a  man. by  the  name  of  Milton  Semer,  S-e-m-e-r,  who  identified) 
himself  as  an  attorney  in  Washington,  D.  C,  and  indicated,' 
as  I  remember  it,  that  he  was  calling  at  the  suggestion  of 
John  Mitchell. 

Mr.  Weitz.   f)id  he  say  in  what  connection  he  was  calling 
you? 

Mr.  ■.  Kalmbach.   No,  he  did  not.   As  I  recall  that  very 
first  telephone  conversation,  I  think  I  was  at  the  Madison 
Hotel  axx6.   he  called  me  from  his  office,  which,  as  it  turned 
out.  is  right  across  the  street.  And  as  a  result  of  that, 
conversation  we  met  in  the  Madison  Hotel  Coffee  Shop,  I  think 
within  either  that  day  or  the  next  day,  for  ten  or  fifteen 
minutes  as  I  remember  it. 

And  I  think  it  v/as  at  that  tiras  that  he  identified  himself 
as  an  attorney,  or  the  attorney,  for  the  milk  producers. 

Mr.  V7eitz .   what  was  the  purpose  of  his  contact,  did  he  . 
indicate  v;hat  he  v/anted  to  discuss-  v/ith  you,  or  what  in  fact. 
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1  did  you  discuss  with  him?  -  . 

2  Mr.  Kalitibach.   Yes,  he  indicated,  in  the  coffee  shop, 
that  hi^  client,  or  clients  ~  I  don't  remember  if  he  was 
representing  more  than  one  of  the  milk  cooperatives,  or  not, 
but  he  indicated  that  his  client,  or  clients,  wanted  to  make 
a  contribution  and  that  he  had  been  referred  to  me  by  John 
Mitchell,  whc  he  said  was  a  friend  of  his. 

l-lr.  Weitz.   Did  he  indicate  anyone  else  in  the  VJhite  House 
with  whom  he '  had  talked ,  and  who  might  have  suggested  that- he 
contact-you,  that,  you  .recall  at.  this  point?  ... 

Mr.  Kalmbach.  r  don't  recall  it.  He  might  have  mentioned 
Jack  Gleason^  bat-my  best  memory  is  that  he  said, that  he  was. 
calling,.--- had.  called  me  at  the  suggestion  of  John  Mitchell. 

Mr.  V7eitz.  Did  he  discuss  in  that  first  conversation 
anything  with  respect  to  the- organization  or  political  activity 

of  his  client?  1 

..-    ■  Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  think  that  he  said  that  —  words  to  the 
effect  that  his  client,  or  clients,  had  been  very  much  involved 
in  the  1968  election,  but  that  they  had  been  on  the  side  and 
had  been  very  supportive  of  Senator  Humphrey  in  that  campaign. 
And  now,  words  to  the  effect,  that  they  were  without  friends 
in  the  Administration  and  this  was  the  reason  they  wanted  to 
make  a  contribution. 

t4r.  Weitz.   Did  they  indicate  -  did  Mr.  Semer  indicate 
the  anount  of  the  contribution,  or  the  range  of  the  contributior^? 
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1  Mr.  Kalmbach.   i  seem  to  recall  that  at  that. first  meetincj 

2  he  indicated  $100,000.00,  but  I'm  not  certain  on  that  —  of 
the  early  April  meeting. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  specify  the  recipient,  or  the  intended 

5  purpose  or  use  of  the  funds? 

6  "Mr.  Kalmbach.   No,  he  did  not.   He  simply  used  the  word 

7  "contribution",  and,,  again,  as  I  say,  he  told  me  that  he  had 
been. referred  to  me  by  John  Mitchell.   And  I  don't^recall  that 

9  he  indicated  any  use  of  the  funds,  other  than  categorizing  "' "' 

10  the  funds  as  a  contribution. 

11  Mr.  Weitz.   And  was  it  your  understanding  that,  it  was  at 

12  least  for  the  purpose,  or  in  connection  with,  the  matter- of 

13  counteracting  the  fact  that  they  had  no  friends,  so  to  speak,. 

14  as  h«  put  it,  in  the  Administration? 

15  Mr.  Kalmbach.   Yes. 

16  Mr.  Weitz.   DiS  he  say  in  what  form  he  intended  to  make 

17  the  contribution? 

18  Mr.  Kalmbach.   Again,  on  this  my  memory  is' that  he  indi- 

19  cated  that  —  and  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  at  this  conversa- 

20  tion  or-  a-'  bsequent^ conversation.   We  had  several  conversa- 

21  tions,  ma   conversations,  in  fact,  prior  to  the  time  that  I 

22  actually  received  the  funds  in  August  of  1969.   And  eitlier 

23  at  the  —  at  this  very  early  tine,  or  subsequently,  at  some 

24  point,  it's  my  memory  —  and  my  best  memory  ■ —  that  it  became 

25  clear  that  they  v/ere  talking  of  contributing  cash  as  their 
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1  contribution. 

2  Now,  one  of  the  reasons,  as  I  try  to  reconstruct  this  in 
5  my  nind  and  it's  of  course  five  years  old  now,. is-  that  there 

4  were  no  Conunittees  outstanding  that  could  receive  those  funds 

5  that  I  know  of,  and  it's  just  my  memory  that  he  suggested'  cash 

6  And  that  is  my  best  memory  now. 

7  Mr  -  V7eit2  ►  v^hen  you  took  over  responsibility  as  trustee 

8  for  the  surplus  funds  from  the  1968  campaign,.. or  at  auiytime 

9  thereafter-,,  in.  connection  with  that  responsibility,  aid  you.- 

10  have  any 'discussions  with  either  Mr.  Halderaan,  Mr-.:.Stans,  or 

11  anyone  else  in  connection  with  the  preferred  form  of  monies 

12  that  you  would  either  handle  or  receive  from  the  outside? 

13  Mr ,   Kalmbach .   Yes . 

14  -:  At  the  outset  it- was  made  clear  to  me  that  Mr^aldeman 

15  rfould  be  the  one  to  whom  I  would  report  as  far  as- my- duties 

16  as  trustee  for  these  funds.  And  Mr.  Haldeman  made  it  clear  to 

17  me  in  many  conversations  that  I  was  to  retain  the ^nat\ire  of 


18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


the  funds  as  I  received  them,  insofar  as  it  was  possible  for 
me  to  do  so.  By  that  I  mean  that  the  cash  I  received  should 
remain  as  cash,  and  there  was  a  checking  account  that  I  was  — 
that  was  established  in  New  York  City,  some  $570,000.00,  and 
that  was  to  remain  as  a  checking  account  xintil  I  was  ordered 
to  change  -that,  by  him. 

Rut-  it  was  credited.   Cash  was  to  remain  cash  and 
the  check  was  to  remain  in  that  form. 
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Thank  you. 


Mr.  Weitz.    Just  one  more  question  before  we  leave  this 
area.   From  the  cash  in  these  various  safe  deposit  boxes  during 
the  period  from  1969  to  1972,  I  take  it  that  it  was  those  funds 
that  were  used  for  purposes  such  as  disbursements  to  Anthony 
Ulasewicz  and  also  part  of  the  funds  disbursed  for  the  candidacy 

n 

of  Governor  Brewer  in  Alabama  in  1970? 

p 

Mr--  Kalmbach.   That  is  correct. 

I      Mr.  Weitz.   Now,  returning  to  the  contacts  between  you  and 
Mr.  Semer  on  behalf  of  the  dairy  cooperative  in  1969,  dia  you 

11  have  occasion  to  meet  with  Mr.  Seraer  out  in  California  Jaefore 

12  the  deliveri  of  the  contribution? 
Mr,  Kalmbach.   Yes,  and  my  memory  has  been  refreshed  on 

14  that  from  notes,  and  I  find  that  I  think  I  met  him  in  early 

15  July  of  1969  in  Newport  Beach,  California,  and  then  I  mat  him 

t 

J-D  j   on  or  about  August  2,  I  think,  of  1969  in  Ne^^port  Beach. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Now,  in  the  conversations  and  meetings  leading 
up  to  the  actual  delivery  or  the  contribution,  is  there  anythi.-^g 
else  that  vou  can  now  recall  that  took  place  or  was  discussed, 
in  addition  to  what  you  have  already  mentioned? 

Mr.  Kalrabach.   Well,  yes.   I  think,  again  from  ray  memory 
being  refreshed,  I  find  that  at  some  point,  and  I  thinJc  more 
than  once,  it  was  stated  to  me  by  Mr.  Semer  that  his  client  or 
clients  were  talking  of  contributing  in  the  aqorsaate  or  as 
a  goal  figure  for  1969  $250,000.   And  he  gave  me  a  range,  as  I 
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remember,  of  from  $100,000  to  $250,000  that  they  had  as  their 
goal  to  contribute  in  1969,  by  12-31-1959. 

Also,  my  memory  is  now  refreshed,  and  it's  my  recollactiort 
that  the  made  it  clear  to  me  that  ha  had  three  objectives  in 
mind.   He,  as  the  attorney  for  these  clients;  these  objectives 
were,  one,  I  think  90  percent  of  parity  was  a  goal.   Tv.o  was 
'    that  they  •  would  like  to  have  the  President  address  their  con- 
vention, I  think,  the  convention  that  was  scheduled  to  be  held. 
in.  Kansas  City  the  next  year.  Ana  three,  that. they  wanted  to 
have  some  identltv  or  an  audience  or — 
Mr.  Weitz.   Contact. 

.Mr»  Kalmbach^  ~  contact  with  the  i?resident  so  that  they 
could  meet  him.  And,  of  co'orse,  that  was  also  included.   And 
chei  wanted  to  be  able  to  talk  to  various  people  .wH-hin  the 
WhJte  House,  meaning  Milton  Semer  and  his  clients  making  their 
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case. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  the  range-of .  $100,000-ctoi$250,000  .was 
in  no  way  distinguished  from  the  original  discussion,  in  terms  | 
of  amount,  source,  use  of  the  money,  than  the  original  §100,000 
figure  mentioned  by  Mr.  Semer? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   It  was  not. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  remember  any  discussions  with  Mr.  Semer 
before  or  at  the  1-ime  of  the  delivery  of  the  contribution  of 
any  alternate  method  of  reporting  or  receipt  of  the  monies  to 
committees  auid  so  forth? 
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Mr.    Kalmbach.      Absolutely  not.      He  transferred  the   funds 
to  me   on   or   about  August   2,    and  there  was   no  mention  of    any 
reporting  requirements   or  no  request   for   a  receipt   for   funds   a^ 
all  that   I   can  remember. 


Mr.  Weitz.      Do  you  recall  any  discussion  as   to  the   source 
^  of   the   funds? 


Mr.   Kalmbach.      No,    I  do  not.. 

Mr ^  Weitz.   What  was  your  understanding  of  the  source  of 
^    the  money? 

Mr.  iCalmbach.   M\r  understanding  of  the  source  of  the  mone^f 
was  from  his  cxients ,  and  beyond  that  X  have  no  memory  at  all 
o^=  him  telling  me  how  these  funds  were  in  fact  raised. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  remember  any  discussion  as . to  the 
existence  of  political  trusts  as  adjuncts  to  the  cooperatives? 

Mr.  Kalmbach-  Yes,  I  do,  and  I  think  at  some  point  durin^J 
these-  rather  ~  and  there  were  numerous  conversations  that  X 
had  with  Mr.  Semer,  dating  from  early  April  through  to  the'timi 
that  I  received  the  $100,000  in  cash  —  that  at  various  points 
during  this  time,  he  gave  me  background  on  the  way  these  peopl^, 
these  cooperatives,  raised  political  funds. 

Mr.-VJeitz.   But  at  no  time  did  he  specify,  and  particularly 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  money,  did  he  specify  the 
source  of  the  money? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   No,  I  have  no  memory  at  all  that  he  told 
me  of  the  source  of  it,  that  it  was  just  my  understanding  that 
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these  funds  had  come  from  his  clients. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  you  understand  whether  or  iiot  there  were 
more  than  —  whether  there  were  as  many  as  20  sources  for  the 
money? 

Mr.  Kaltibach.   No,  I  did  not  understand  that.   Again,  as 
I  say,  I  don't  remember  that  he  particularized  as  to  the  source 
and  it  was  just  my  assumption  that  he  obtained  these  funds  froii 
Msclients.-.  But- r  was  not  aware  of  how,  in  fact,  they  were 
cabtsdned.; 

Mrri:  WeJLtz.  Now,  you've  mentioned  ^ —  but  first,  before  we 
get- to  that — before  receipt  of  the  money,  did  you  check  with 
or  report.to  Mr.  Haldeman  with  respect  to  the  offer  of  a  con- 
tribution, of  fered  by  Mr.  Semer? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Of  course. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  explain  to  him  what  you've  told  us 
today? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  did.   I  told  Mr.  Haldeman  that  I  had 
been  approached  by  Mr.  Semer  and  I  know,  too,  that  I  talked  to 
I  confirmed  with  Mr.  Mitchell  that  Mr.  Semer  was  known  to  him, 
and  I  did  talk  to  Mr.  Mitchell,  I  think  it  was  within  a  day  or 
two  after  I  talked  to  Mr.  Semer,  just  to  make  certain  that  thi^ 
person  was  what  he  said  he  was.   And  it's  my  clear  memory  that 
Mr.  Haldeman  authorized  me  to  receive  any  contribution  that  wa^ 
offered  by  these  people. 

Mr-  Weitz.   Did  you  also  indicate  to  Mr.  Haldeman,  discusq 
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House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

tlves  of  some  dairy  cooperatives? 

STATEMENT  OF  H.  R.  HALDEMAN;  ACCOMPANIED 
BY  FRANK  H.  STRICKLER, COUNSEL 


Mr.  Haldeman.   I  am  not  able  to  identify  either  time  or 
)individual  as  to  when  and  how  I  became  aware  of  the  interest 
on  the  part  of  the  dairy  industry  or  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  dairy  industry  to  supply  contributions. 

I  did  at  some  point  become  aware  of  that.   I  don't 
believe  it  was  in  1969.   I  would  expect  it  was  probably  in  '70. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Let  me  ask  you  this. 

Are  you  aware  that  the  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  cash 
was  delivered  by  a  representative  of  the  dairy  industry  to 
Mr.  Kalmbach? 

Mr.  Haldeman.   In  1969? 

Mr.  Weitz.   In  1969. 

Mr.  Haldeman.  I  don't  recall  that.   I  am  not  currently 
aware  of  it.   That  is  something  I  may  or  may  not  have  known 
at  the  time,  and  I  have  no  recollection  of  knowing  it. 

I  Kalmbach  reported  some  things  to  me,  he  generally  kept  me  in- 
formed on  what  he  was  doing  — 

Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  recall  whether  in  1969  he  asked  your 
advice  or  notified  you  of  any  contacts  he  was  having  in 
connectionwlth  soliciting  contributions ,  contributions  for 
the  trust  accoimt,  or  whether  or  not  they  were  with  regard  to 
the  trust  account  in  general? 
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Mr.  Weitz.  Are  you  suggesting  that  you  thought  that  you 
would  be  asked  to  retain  Mr,  Kalmbach,  AMPI  would  be  asked  to 
retain? 

Mr.  Nelson.   That's  one  of  the  possibilities  that  —  yes, 
we  weren't  sure. 

Mr.  Weitz.   How  would  he  effect  your  access  to  the  Adminis- 
tration? 

Then  Mr.  Kalmbach  would  act  on  your  behalf  as  your  attor- 
ney? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Mr.  Kalmbach  or  someone  associated  with  him. 

Mr.  Weitz.   I  see. 

Now,  could  you  tell  us  what  transpired  in  that  context? 

How  many  contacts  were  there,  do  you  know,  between  Mr. 
|Semer  or  anyone  else  on  your  behalf  in  1969  and  Mr.  Kalmbach? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  no,  I  don't.   I  don't  know  how  many  con- 
tacts.  I  know  that  Mr.  Semer  came  back  and  said  that  it  had 
been  suggested  that  he  see  Mr.  Kalmbach.   As  I  recall,  at  the 
time  he  didn't  tell  us  it  was  Mr.  Kalmbach.   He  said,  see  a 
California  lawyer.   He  may  have  said  Kalmbach.   I  don't  really 
think  so  at  that  time.   And  I  don't  know  whether  he  told  Mr. 
Jacobsen  or  whether  he  told  me.   I  rather  think  it  was  Mr.  Jacob- 
sen  that  he  told. 

And  so  we  said,  go  ahead  and  see,  which  he  did.  And  then, 
as  I  recall,  he  came  back  and  said,  if  we  want  to  go  forward 
with  the  relationship,  that  we  should  deliver  $100,000  in  cash. 
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Indistinct  document  ret3T)ed  by  30 

House  Judiciary  Connnlttee  staff 

Mr.  Weitz.   This  was  Mr.  Kalmbach's  suggestion  to  Mr. 
Semer? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Which  Mr.  Semer  in  turn  related  to  you? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Related  to  me. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Through  Mr.  Jacobsen? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Either  way.   He  may  have  related  it  to  me  per- 

E"y.      It  was  either  through  Jacobsen  or  personally.   I  don't 
which  it  was. 
Mr.  Weitz.   Now,  before  Mr.  Semer  made  contact  with  Mr. 
Kalmbach,  did  he  tell  you  what  Mr.  Mitchell  had  suggested? 
First  of  all,  were  there  any  — 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  he  told  us  that  Mr.  Mitchell  had  ~  as  I 
recall,  he  said  that  he  went  to  Mr.  Mitchell.   I  don't  remember 
whether  at  that  time  he  told  me  that,  or  whether  I  found  that 
out  after  we  got  involved  in  all  of  this,  and  I  started  trying 
to  recall  them  talking  to  them  about  how  it  happened.   It  may 
be  that  I  found  out  that  it  was  actually  Mitchell  that  he  talked 
to  after  I  first  talked  to  you,  or  just  prior  to  that  sometime. 
Anyway,  it  is  my  present  understanding  that  he  talked  to  Mitchell, 
is  who  he  talked  to. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Mitchell  suggested  or 
discussed  anything  else  with  him  besides  contacting  Mr.  Kalmbach? 
Mr.  Nelson.  No. 
Mr.  Weitz.   Now,  you  say  it  was  —  the  two  possibilities,  as 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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1.7     HERBERT  KALMBACH  TESTIMONY,   JUNE  13,    1974.   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION     16-17 
-jl  . 

'I  16 

Mr.  Kalmbach,   Yes,  sir;  I  think  that  my  notes  so  reflect 
that  fact. 


I   Mr.  Sanders.   And  I  believe  you  indicated  that  Mr. 
Haldeman  wa3  made  aware  of  these  objectives  of  Mr.  Semer,  and 
that  he  assented  to  appointments  being  scheduled  for  the 
presentation  of  those  objectives. 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  want  to  make  it  clear,  Mr.  Sanders, 
that  when  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Haldeman  about  my  contact  and  contacts 
with  Mr.  Semer  relative  to  this  contribution  by  the  Milk  Produce 
that  I  made  it  clear  to  Mr.  Haldeman  that  Mr.  Sener  had  been 
referred  to  me  by  Attorney  General  Mitchell;  and  that  my  purpose 
in  speaking  to  Mr.  Haldeman  was  to  get  his  authorization  for  me 
to,  .(a)  receive  this  contribution  from  this  contributor,  the 
Milk  Producers  through  Mr.  Semer,  their  attorney;  and  (b)  that 
in  return  for  that  contribution  it  would  be  possible  for  me  to 
aa^snge  for  several  appointments  with  various  people  within  the 
t^ite  House  in  order  for  Mr.  Semer  and  the  attorneys  for  the 
Milk  Producers  to  meet  with  the  VThite  House  officials  to  present 
a  case  on  their  behalf. 

I  never  at  any  time  indicated  to  Mr.  Haldeman,  as  I 
remember  it,  that  the  quid-pro-quo  for  the  receipt  of  this 
contribution  would  be  the  attainment  of  the  three  stated 
objectives. 

Mr.  Sanders.   Did  Mr.  Haldeman  ever  give  you  any 
understanding  that  their  objectives  would  be  met? 
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Mr.  Kalmbach.   No,  he  did  not. 

Mr.  Sanders.   Did  Mr.  Ehrlichman  ever  give  you  any  under- 
standing in  advance  of  the  Semer  delivery  that  the  objectives 
would  be  met? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   No  other  than  Mr.  Haldeman  indicated  to 
me  it  would  be  —   that  the  objective  of  Mr.  Semer  meeting 
with  various  people  within  the  lihite  House  would  be  met. 

Mr.  Sanders.   But  not  that  their  ultimate  objectives 
would  be. 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Sanders.   Did  any  VThite  House  official  give  you  an 
understanding  that  their  ultimate  objectives  would  be  met? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Mo,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.   I  take  it  all  of  these  questions  apply  to 
1969,  or  prior  to  the  receipt  of  the  contribution? 
Sanders.   Yes. 


-  or  p3 
J  Mr. 


Did  you  have  any  written  cominunications  with  anyone 
in  the  tVhite  House  concerning  the  anticipated  receipt  of  this 
contribution? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.  I  don't  believe  I  did,  Mr.  Sanders ; 
I  have  no  recollection  of  any  such  written  memorandum,  or 
memoranda,  or  letters. 

However,  ny  diaries,  I  think,  clearly  reflect  the 
number  of  people,  the  number  of  times  I  raised  the  matter  of 
Mr.  Semer,  and  the  prospective  contribution  by  his  clients. 
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AGREcMcNT  OF  .MERGER 

and 

PLAN  OF  REORGANIZATION 


Vnls  AG^HIV.ENT  OF  MERGcR  and  PLAN  OF  REORGANIZA- 
TION (o?rein«::;f  sometim?!  called  "Agreement")  by  and 
b9^w•sn  t'^e  parr:**  whose  namjj  appear  on  Exhibit  "A" 
ttrai'-tid  hjce.'o  end  incorporated  herein  ai  fully  aj  if  set  out 
h*rs:n   vs/faiti.-n: 

EaeJi  »£?in5  pursuant  to  resolution  of  it^  Board  cf  Directors 
purjuant  to  the  aurhorlry  giu»r)  by  and  In  accordanca  with  the 
provisions  of  applicable  state  law. 


WITNESSFm: 

V/H3SEA3,  at  a  part  of  the  Plan  of  Organization  adopted 
by  fh^  Boards  of  Di^ictors  of  the  Association  Parries  hereto 
respectively,  and  to  be  ratiried,  confirmed,  and  adopted  by 
jhs  cr^rrbers  of  the  respective  Associations,  or  duly  authoriied 
and  qualified  delegates  repreientinrj  members,  all  of  fine  assets 
and  operating  fj';:ti!ies  of  each  associdl'on  are  to  be  combined 
or  merged  into  ;hs  comincn  ownership  and  control  of  one 
Association,  to  be  named  and  known  as  ASSOCIATED  t,\>LK 
P?'"OUC:SS,  INC.  (scme'imej  called  "New  Assccietion"),  rd 
^  •  ;Ofrorjred  ir>  ?!-.>  S.'jt*  of  Ka.-sas,  and  to  b;  qujiified  to 
eh^^S:  i.i  bjsiness  in  such  ctrer  states  as  may  be  encompassed 
by   !:s  b'.'siress  operations;   and 

V/HE'.rAS,  the  Aisoclation  Pirties  hereto  deem  it  advisable 

for  the    general   v/elfare   and   sdvan.-a^e    of  the   parties   hereto 

mnd   their   r^ipective   members,   that   the    T»r^Qr    of    assets    ^nd 

faciiifies  {subiect  to  tiTe  asi-jmotion  c?  liabilities  and  obligations 

■psrfaining  thereto)  provided  for  in  this  agreement  be  effected; 

NO'-V  -THEScFC^E,  in  cinsideration  of  the  premises  and 
the  mutual  ajreementj  hereinaher  contained,  the  parties  hereto 
do   hereby    jgres    es    follows: 


TE.^MS: 

1.  '  That  I?  !;  th«  intent  of  thts  agreement  to  effect  a  tax- 
free  erf|>ni:3tfon  under  Section  ocS  of  the  Internal  (Revenue 
Cede;  and  sj-d  jfjreement  conrempijies  a  cencme  cc~)ora:e 
reo'ra.niiaricn,  designed  to  ef:;cr  a  readiustment  or  continuing 
inte.'jsts  ijncer  a  new  corpcrita  fo-m,  and  f-r'her,  th^f  the 
me-cer  of   the   asiets    '->rd    i.flbl''ties   and   sbligaiions)   and   the 


cent  nuaticn 


tre  .r.4r<et'ng   c."   p.'oce^sing   or  otner   cctiv'tiet 


ie."»:ofore  conducred  by  thu  respective  e-.jociaiions  shall  be 
ccompiijhed  in  a  manner  io  ai  to  pres-"ve  end  ccnt-.-iue  in": 
■'ifz^d  c.'i^iniT't^on  ;o  a<  'o  c;jai:'-y  >js  a  fjr.-'er'i  cccp-;rot'7e 
ind-:-  5ec:icn  5;i  cf  the  Intarr.jl  Revenue  C-dr;  and  fur' 
nji  ;?  is  the  i.-i.'"nr  of  ti-.is  ajre^m-^nt  t.n  contln 
he  ^ctivitlei  I'erec'are  condjctod  b/  each  cf  I 


coi'ectiveiy, 
said  iiic;ia- 


rer-e'j    to     =;.-:■ 
=  :•  ;,n   ;?  I    a.-j 


w-thin  the  ; 


•lirv.t*"/  or 


•;jino."ity  D.ns  poxe 


Volstead  Actj  and  which  is  referred  to  in  Federal  /.\il!c  .Marketing 
Orders  and  Agreements  under  which  these  Associations  opefata 
or  way  operate. 

I  2.     Except  as  herein  specifically  provided,  the  Articles  oF 

I  Incorporation  and  Certificate  of  Incorporation  of  Associated 
I  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  in  effect  on  the  effeciiv-  dare  of  this 
merger,  shall  be  and  remain  the  Articles  of  Incorporation  and 
Certificate  of  Incorporation  under  which  the  b-jsinesj  of  this 
new  associationshall  be  conducted,  lubiect,  however,  to  amend- 
ment from  time  to  lime  in  the  manner  nov^  or  hereinafter  pre* 
scribed  by  law.  It  is  recognized  herein  that  the  By-laws  of  th« 
new  association  having  been  heretofore  agraed  to  shall  be  the 
I  By-laws  of  said  association,  provided  however,  that  iSij  shall 
not  affect  the  alteration  and  amendment  or  repeal  of  such 
Sy-laws  as  provided  therein,  or  as  otherwise  provided  by  lav*. 

3.  All  assets  of  the  Associations  approving  this  plan, 
as  they  exist  at  the  effeCive  time  of  this  merger,  shall  be  re- 
tained by  and/or  passed  to  and  vested  in  the  nev/  association; 
and  the  said  association  shall  be  responsible  for  all  liabilities 
and  obligations,  inc'oding  the  obligations  of  the  respective 
associations  to  patrons  for  retained  proceeds;  and  in  connection 
therewitin  the  new  cssociaticn  jhail  record  on  its  boo'<a  and 
records  the  amounts  of  credits  to  the  accounts  of  individual 
patrons  which  shall  be  carried  over  and  established  in  tine 
saT.e  amount  or  amounts  as  their  Interests  srieli  appear  on  the 
booVs  of  the  merging  associations  at  the  effective  dtte  of  the 
merger. 

The  association  parties  hereto  agree  that  the  r»tain~d  pr^- 
eceds  then  held  by  the  r.ew  asiociation,  arj  representing 
allocations  to  individual  patrons  accounts  for  which  certificates 
of  e^;ui^/  or  lette-s  of  advice  c  stick  or  credit  have  be^n 
issued,  shall  be  payable  (or  redeemed  in  the  eaie  of  certincates) 
only  in  such  manner  and  at  such  ti.— .e  as  rr.ay  be  aolhorired 
by  resolution  adopted  by  a  majoriry  of  the  memcerj  of  tine 
Board  of  DirecTo's  of  the  new  association;  provided,  that  tine 
retained  prcceec's  descrbed  above  shall  b^e  paid  or  redeemed 
by  the  new  a»ioci*fion  en  the  same  schedule  as  they  are  cur- 
rently ce'pg  revol'^rd  or  redeemed  by  the  constituent  associa- 
tion  or  within  ten  (IC)  years,  whichever  is  lass. 

V.'henever  req^^ested  by  the  Soerd  cf  Directors  of  New 
A«;cc:3tion,  eacin  constituent  corporTJon  hereby  a-j'horiies  its 
ofiicars  to  transfer  title  to  any  pr^per^/,  r»>!  jr  per;cn,nl, 
own  id  or  tjr.d^r  control  of  ccnsrifuent  corocrotion  to  li-e  rew 
association,  and  to  perform  luch  other  acts  aj  may  ce  necessary 
to  o'hcr  this  m-r-rr. 


jlt';r>l    s!;nciitions    under    the    prcv'iions    of 
lr2   cf   .'i-ie   U.  5.   Cjde   (i-.n-j-^.i  -15   t."  ;   C.'o;;r- 


Except  as  herein  otherwi:e  tp-'cifice'ly  s;?  farth,  the 
identity,  oxistenre,  pjrooses,  pc-^^rs,  frjnciiis^s,  r--^hrs  a;id 
immunities  of  ea;h  o'  lite  ^cr^nz'^ng  diicc'jt:ons  i  isii  cca^e  and 
na  lcn;;r  exijf  on  the  effective  Ojie  o."  this  me'cer.  except 
inLof-'r  as  th*/  mj'/  b*  continued  by  c,::orcjbie  srj'ute,  end 
on    5j'J    s'-"-c:ve    uj"?,    injil    r..-,:r.    .    ..     ^c     .      :".     .,    iinni-j 
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Haro'M  I.  S-rilth 

AttfCfi,  Ici-in*  -(A^IO 

l>!#  ^  Virsy 

!tf«nt4il!«.  '.Viicensin  53536 

Avtr/  A.  Vol* 

Arrx::-).   t!::ns:i  £0002 

Si/  V.'«i» 

^s^r*  I, 

S.ttnctr,  V/Ijconjin  3-U79    . 

V/.  T.  Crave'n 
SMit  3.  e-jx  547, 
Arlinj'on.  T*xit  76010 

Owishr  /Aorris 

S<!e*.-n  Spring*,  Aricaniit  73761 

< 

Ctbrtg*  Su!!ivi.i 
Sofjt*   3,    Bax   37A, 
Liwten,  OkUhema  73501 

V!e  Ces:i« 

Kant  L*!(t.  .V.:stiiti,epi  38637 

Normtn  R  B*r'K*f 

■tout*  1, 

?r«rt,  K*n%a%  $7124 

Gia.-;»   K(tig;t 

H      'on,  ~mii  77055 

iat  £;  Cain 

2>i;M   I, 

Ctrt».-,  C!c!«>on»  73627 

le-jis  H>.cVs 
P.  O.  Bex  157. 
'  Canvon,  Tex3t  77035 

V/i'ttr  Zi.T.Tttr-njn 
Rs•.^t  I,  Box  3C0, 
Xlngivillt,  T«XM  73363 

Frank  e.  V/n!ft 

Svura  2, 

C«^«r  V«!a.    Ktntit  67034 

9.  I;  U  axprcs}!/  wnj>rs!ecd,  reeosniisd,  «nd  arrsed 
tS»?  tXt  a?:':».-:  of  }h»  njw  aucciition  jSiil  !;•?  a»  roilowv 
j.",4  tr.all  »»r/»  irom  th«  cffscrive  c'jM  of  the  mscjer  until 
t'tif  S(.c:ii:s^i  »."«  duly  altcrtd  and  t3'<e  o:::ce  at  prov.d»d 
in  :r-  8y!»w«.  !o-w;r:  Prniss.-:,  .?.C3J3T  3.  ALS,<ANO:?>;  Fi.-ir 
V!:?  Pnictr.:  il.5?HGr  S'JUiVAN;  S-fCond  -  Vic--  Prjjcint. 
JOHN  E.  3Urr-S350DT;  Third  Vice  P.-eildjnr,  /,':LV:N  K. 
hlzV.'.z?:  S«fs:i.-y,  OV/IGHT  WO^SIS;  Treuurcr,  AVcSY  A. 
VOS:.  I;  !j  e«:;»i!y  reeognired,  und*.-j;-;od  and  acre^d  thjt 
r'«  :.»<*» -•i5e:-"i(isn  jtioH  e-i-ploy  HAPOIO  S.  Nj'.SO^J  ai 
Ctrir>l  /.'•.i«54f  cf  t!ic  nsw  ajtoelatian,  t'-irring  en  f!"* 
jfTjc:iv»  dj"S  Of  I'f.lj  rrtr^ir,  by  er-plo/'T"*nr  corr.-T::.  il-j 
lerTi  ard  i;*si."=ii  of  v/ni^h  :SjII  b»  f3r:hw;"'n  d*'r'.*^.'nid 
a."i5  j*«t-jt»d  by  iHs  Bojrd  of  Dirjctorj  or  me  niw  aisociarion. 


10.  Thii  A03:c.'.\£NT  jhjil  be  submlrtid  to  a  vo»«  of 
ths  in-mbsn  of  ricord,  or  the  duly  c.vjaiifisd  dalsgites  repra- 
senlinQ  laid  mirrbiri  wno  are  entirled  to  vote  in  reip«ct 
thereof,  of  eith  atiociition  parr-/  hereto,  in  a  rnannir  jo  as 
to  corrply  with  I'r.e  riqulremenrs  of  applicib'e  !»«>/,  and 
shall  (ate  effect  ard'be  deemed  and  tjken  to  be  Ihe  agreement 
and  act  o'  m;r;;r  of  the  said  aijociition,  upon  the  adoption 
thereof  by  the  recaisary  vole  of  the  aforesaid  psrjons  at 
meetings  of  c?cn  association,  sspsrat?!/  tjVied  and  he'd  at 
directed  by  rcso'-tt^oni  of  their  rispecrive  Bojrd  of  Directors, 
and  in  accordjncj  v/ith  applicable  irate  Isw,  for  the  purpos« 
of  eonsidrfring  and  voting  for  the  adoption  or  rejaction  of 
ihij  mjrger  and  do'ng  such  osher  acts  and  things,  as  may 
be  required  for  the  accomplishment  and  consummatiort  of  tn!s 
merger. 

11.  If  this  agreement  shall  be  abandoned  for  failurv 
to  obtain  favorsb'^  rulings  from  any  of  the  various  govern* 
mental  agencies  applicable  hereto,  or  by  action  of  the  Board 
of  Directors,  or  the  mjrr.bsrship  of  any  of  the  parties  hereto, 
there  shj!!  be  no  lijoillty  on  the  parr  of  the  parties  hereto 
cr  their  directors  or  membars  by  reason  thereof.  It  is  exp.-essly 
provided  that  as  a  F^rt  of  this  plan  of  merger  the  membership 
of  each  constituent  aisociation  (in  its  sole  discretion)  to  effeetu* 
•te  and  enter  into  this  plan  of  merger' with  any'oneor  mors  of 
the  constituent  ai;ocIationt  adopting  the  foregoing  pUn  of 
merge.-;  a.nd  fjrtl-.er,  if  all  constituent  associations  hereto  adopt 
this  plan  of  merger,  then  and  in  such  event.  It  shall  be  manda- 
tory upon  the  Eoard  of  Directors  of  each  constituent  associatiort 
to  forthwith  tnitr  inro  a.nd  effectuate  a.-id  consumma:*  th« 
foregoing  p'an  of  merger. 

12.  This  aj.'eement  rray  be  amended  to  comply  with 
Ins  requlremenrs  of  govemmenral  s^jncies  and  in  other  re» 
apctes  which  in  the  op-nion  of  counsel  for  the  parties  c'oes  not 
effect  a  tjbst'n';?!  z'mng-i  In  the  egree'-ent  uppn  ccncvrreneo 
of   the   Board    of   Di.-ecto.-s   of   the   respective   associations. 

13.  If  iha  P.'oducer  members  of  eacn  of  the  constituent 
e:soc'jt!:nt  ozzrO'i  this  agreerrent  snd  p^in  of  merger  in 
conformity  v/ith  the  procedures  herein  specified;  all  expense}  . 
thereinafter  incurred  in  cjrrying  this  agre^mint  into  effect 
shall  be  paid  by  li-.e  re'V  associailon.  Ail  eipenses  prior  to 
such  approval,  if  any,  shall  bs  pi'<d  by  the  corporation  trt» 
cur.-ing  the  same,  aid  it  is  exp.-jssly  zz'i^  that  each  associa- 
tion v/iil  psy  aid  ci>:'"^srge  (oS  incu.-.-ei;  all  of  its  own  counsel 
fees,  postage  and  o:her  costs  and  expenses  incidental  to  the 
compliance  with  the  pro-/i$Ions  of  the  applloble  law,  or 
Incidental  to  the  s„b-nissIon  of  this  agreement  ind  plan  of 
merger  to  the  res:«ctive  producer  rrwmbe.'s  of  the  ccnslituenr 
associations. 

14.  For  the  convenience  of  the  parties,  znd  to  facilitate 
the  filing  or  recjrc'irg  of  this  instrur:<-nt,  any  n-jmber  of 
ecunre-osrrj  t'-.»-;cF  r-iy  be  ericuted  or  rjproduced,  srtd 
eech  exicuted  c;unre-part  or  reproduction  shall  be  deemed 
to   be    an    original    Ir-.srru.-renf. 


EXHI3IT    "A"     .     •  - 

CCC?cf>ATIViS     ei>:rS?!NG     I.'vJTO    AG'!:3.V:NT     O."    riP.Ol^ 
ArlO    fi.AN    Cr    y.lZlO-^UiZ^T'.OI    IMTO    ^.i^.V   AiiCCtATlC.N, 

AS3CciAr;D  .v.:L.<  p.^ o:;'JC£.^s,  inc. 

1.     ALOICN    COO'£^AT!V5    CP.tA.'M-.f    CCW^A^iY,    wi:h 
its    prl.icipjl     ovice    i.i    EJgerton.    V<':;co:^i.■.^,     a    cooperative 
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porjrrc.i,  tc-w:t;  ASSOCIAT:0  MILK  PROOUCESS.  INC.,  a 
iCaniJi  ecrporj'icn.  hjr^Inafrer  samst-nei  le-'nttd  ro  a»  thi 
''t^isyt  A^iOtiJT-^'^"  ^^^  1^*  o?S?r  dbov?  and  foregoing  Jisoci.3- 
flccj  jhjil  jo.^s'i~s«  collectively  be  rdirr^d  to  herein  as 
••Ccn»;:rj«nr  A^joci'af-onj."  The  djt«  upon  which  thij  rnjrger 
jV.j-l  b?  cff-jclive,  if  a'  all,  jhjil  bt  upon  th.»  compl-tlon  oF 
t'r.-i  i»ju»n;c  of  t'-?  CcrrificafiJ  of  ^'.erg?r  by  the  SiCre- 
icry  of  Sfar*  of  iHa  S'jrs  of  Kanjjj,  v/hicn  d)(e  or  Oc1cb'?r  I, 
1947,  sSall  b3  :Ht  effective  date  of  this  Merger  in  thi  solo 
^.s:re;ion  of  'r.i  Ecird  of  DirecTors. 

i.  Ea:h  of  ;-s  eiscciaflon*  sHall  rnainrjin  the  sFatus  quo 
tn<i  rone  of  the  pa.-tijs  hereto,  without  the  prio'  consent  of 
thi  oth»f  party  he'ito,  snail  declare,  pay,  or  make  eny  distri- 
bjtion  in  cai'i  beP./een  the  date  of  this  zgreernent  ar.d  the 
firj-e  at  which  the  rr.erger  provided  for  herein  shall  become 
effective,  nor  dispose  of  any  cf  its  assets  in  any  manner  except 
in  the  regular  course  of  business  and  for  adequate  value. 

5.  The  aothoriry  exercisable  by  the  new  association  with 
respect  to  the  marketing  of  milk  or  other  agricultural  products 
of  memberj  shall  be  pursuant  to  and  in  accordance  with  the 
membership  contract,  if  any,  held  by  the  association  parties 
herewith  with  the  respective  members,  or  in  the  absence  of  a 
written  contract,  ihs  authori."/  and  powers  of  any  association 
part'es  hereto  with  respect  to  its  members  and  the  By-laws 
of  the  association.  Said  contracts  and  authority  and  powers 
shall  continue  in  fj!I  fores  and  erfect;  provided  however,  that 
th*  association  parties  hereto  shall  effectively  ma'<»  such  as- 
signment as  may  be  required  of  their  merr.bership  contracts,  and 
of  all  rights,  powers  and  obligations  pertaining  thereto  or  per- 
taining 16  members  in  such  manner  as  to  vest  the  nisv  associa- 
tion with  the  53:d  powers  as  were  held  by  the  assignor,  in- 
cluding the  right  of  the  new  association  lo  vote  the  approval  or 
f'i.iapproval  of  the  producers  s'gnlng  such  contracts,  in  matte-s 
pe.-t.iini.ng  to  ths  issuance,  otMndmeiit,  suspension,  or  termina- 
tion  by   the   Sicreta'/  of   Agriculture    of   orders    regulating    the 

ndiirg  or  mll'<  or  ary  terms  or  conditions  thereof,  pursuant  to 
■  .a  provisions  cf  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
ef  1937,  oS  a.-^ended.  The  new  association  may  adopt  a  uniform 
membership  ccnfrec  for  members  or  a  certain  class  or  classes 
of  member;,  to  be  effective  upon  the  execution  by  the 
association    and    respective    members. 

6.  The  /.'.er-be'sh-p  and  Marketing  Agreement,  marked 
Exhibit  "5"  attached  hereto  and  rpade  a  pa.-f  hereof  fo'  all 
purposes,  shall  be  the  form  of  membership  and  marketing 
t^ri-tmint  cf  the  new  association,  ir.d  shell  be  executed  by 
S'jcS  producer  member  of  the  new  association  within  nlner/ 
(90)  d^'/^  from  and  after  Ihe  delivery  to  such  individual  pro- 
ducer member  Celther  in  person  or  by  mail)  of  such  new 
membership  and  marketing  agreement;  if  such  individual  prc>- 
djcer  member  dees  rot  execute  such  new  membership  end 
rrarkettng  a^^reement  within  said  time  and  after  due  notice 
of  this  provision  cf  this  agreement,  and  If  he  shall  continue  to 
rurkjt  his  mll'<  thrstgh  the  new  association,  he  shall  be 
deemed,  for  dl  p-.-^cses,  to  have  executed  and  be  bound  by 
the  terms  of  said  membership  and  m.arketing  agreement 
at:ieSed  hereto. 

7.  It  is  agreed  by  the  constituent  associations  hereto 
that  t.he  pricing  structure  to  be  used  by  the  new  essoclsi  en  to 
compute  p-I:;s  :or  miik  paid  to  producers  will  be  a  common 
utiiratlon  with  c'lfrereniials  based  en  tie  past  experience  of 
prices  paid  p'-duc^-s,  all  as  cohcljslv-ly  deljrmlred  by  the 
Soard   of   Di.-ectirs,    from    time    to   time,   so   as    to   be   equitable 

.to   all    members. 


8.     The   following  named  pertonj  sSatT  lerve  a»   a   Board 

of  Director:  of  the  new  assocljtion  until   the   first  membership 
meeting  or  until  such  tim.«  a>  their  sviCC=s:ori  hav*  b»eo  olvctecl 

and   qualified: 


Robert  B.   Alexandar 

Route    3, 

Northfield,   Minnesota  5S0S7 

Melvin    K.   Besemer 

Route    I, 

New   Ulm,   .Viirnesota  56073 

George   Dj'ey 

lewlston,   Minnesota  55952 

Richard    Kruschke 

Route  3.  Box  97     • 

New  Richmond,  Wisconsin  54017 

taverns  Ludwigson 

Route   2, 

Bloomer,  VVis.consin   5-t724 

Darold   Nevin 

Routa   1, 

Cumberland,   V/isconiin   54329 

Lawrence  Olsan 
Routs  2,  Box  91 
Tylsr,  Minnesota   5617S 

Charles  Schsll 

Minneiska,  Minnesota  55953 

Delbert   Smith 

Boyceville,    VAsccnsIn    54725 

Leo  Urbenskl 

Route    1, 

Rice,  Minnesota   56347 

James   Baker 

Route  2, 

Burlington,   V/,iconsIn    53105 

Gregory    Bleska 

Route  2, 

Marshall,  Wisconsin  53559 

John   E.   Butterbrodf 

Route    1, 

Burnett,  V.lsconsln  53922 

Keith    King 

Oneida,  Illinois  61467 

Haro'd  V.   Cobbs 

iJoute   3 

Lodi,  V/iiconsIn   53555 

Haven    Rice 

Route  2, 

Jamestown,    Indiana    44147 

Walter    ScH.v3ck 

Rou'e   2,' 

Merri'l,    V/ijco.isin    544S2 
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/njf'<er;ng    aissdaricn    duly   orsJniied    ar.-i   exhting    under   th9 
liw>  of  th«  S'j:s  of  V/i5coniin. 

2.  ANTIGO  MILK  P^ODUCTS  COOPERATIVE,  with  its 
princ-pjl  oftiM  in  Antlgo,  Wiiconjln,  a  cooperative  marVstlng 
*»iac.J''On  -j'/  cganijfd  and  existing  under  the  laws  of 
fhs  Stjte   of  V/isconiin. 

3.  BOYCSVIILE  FA3/'/=RS  COOPERATIVE  CREAMERY 
/^552CIATI0^1,  v/irh  in  p.-incipjl  office  in  Boyceville,  V/isconiin, 
J  ,Qgp.rativs  merketing  essociation,  duly  orgjniiid  and  exiiting 
under  the  Ij*j  of  the  State  of  V/jconsin. 

i.  BUSLiNCTON  COOPERATIVE  PUSS  MILK  ASSOCIA- 
TION will  its  pr"ncipal  orfice  in  Su'lington,  V/iseonjIn,  a 
cocperjt!v2  m3r!;eri,"ig  association,  duly  organized  and  ejtiiting 
ur.d^r   tha   lawi   of   the   State  of  V/ijioniin. 

5.  CENTRAL  INDIANA  DAlSYMcN'S  ASSOCIATION,  with 
m  principal  office  in  Indianapolij,  \ndiana,  a  cooperative 
marketing  ajsoziatlon,  duly  organized  and  existing  under  the 
Uwt  of  the  Slate  of  V/isconsin.  * 

6.  COULEE  REGION  ALL-JE3SEY  COOPERATIVE,  with  its 
principal  office  in  V/esf  Salem,  V/iiconsIn,  a  cooperative  market- 
irg  association  duly  organized  and  existing  under  the  laws 
cf  the  Srale  of  V/isconjin. 

7.  COLUWaUS  MILK  Fi?ODUCERS  COOPERATIVE,  with 
Its  principal  office  in  Astico,  Wisconsin,  a  cooperative  market- 
ing ajieciatlon  eJuly  organized  and  existing  under  the  lawi 
of  the  State  of  Wiconsln. 

8.  MA0I3ON  MiLK  PaOOUCESS  COOPERATIVE  DAISY, 
with  its  princVal  cHice  in  Madison.  Wisconsin,  a  cooperative 
mfr!retlng    jjsociation    duly   organized    and    existing   under   the 

.'J  of  I'nn  Slate  of  Wisconsin. 


9.  MILK  PRODUCERS.  .INC..  with  its  principal  oftlew  In 
San  Anton'o.  Tex^s.  a  cooperative  marketing  as:ociaticn  duly 
organized  and  existing  under  the  lawj  of  the  State  of  Texai. 

10.  NOSTH  CE.NTSAL  DAIRYMEN'S  COO?,  with  i?» 
principal  office  in  Oxen,  Wisconsin,  a  eoop'roTive  marketing 
auociation  duly  organized  and  exiiting  under  the  lawj  of  the 
Slate  of  Wisconsin. 

11.  PIGEON  FALLS  COOPERATIVE  CREA-VERY,  with 
its  principal  office  in  Pi.gion  Fai'i,  Wisconsin,  a  cooperative 
marketing  association,  duly  organized  and  exijling  under  tha 
laws  of  the  State  of  Wijconiin. 

12.  PUSS  MILK  ASSOCIATION,  with  »»  principal  off7e» 
in  Chicago,  llJ.'nols,  a  cooperative  marketing  essodarion  duly 
organized  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  ths  State  of  lllinoii. 

13.  ROCHESTER  DAIRY  COOPEP-ATIVc.  with  its  principal 
office  in  Roches.'e*.  Minnesota,  a  coopera'ive  marketing  2ssoci»- 
tion  duly  organized  and  existing  under  the  laws  oF  t'no  State 
of  Minnesota. 

14.  ST,  CROIX  VALLEY  COOPERATIVE  DAIRIES,  wifS  !r» 
principal  office  in  Glenwood  City,  Wisconsin,  a  cooperativa 
marketing  association  duty  organized  and  existing  under  th» 
laws  of  the  Stale  of  V/is:onsln. 

15.  TWIN  CITY  MILK  PRODUCERS  ASSOCIATION,  with 
its  principal  office  in  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  a  cooperative  market- 
ing association  duly  organized  and  Existing  in  tha  S.'ata  of 
Minnesota. 

16.  TURTLE  LAKE  COO.'ERATIVe  CREA.VERY  ASSOCIA- 
TiON,  with  its  principal  office  in  Turtle  laVe,  V/Ijconsin,  a 
cocperarive  narVeting  associjticn  duly  organized  a.nd  existing 
under  the  laws  of  tre  State  of  Wisconsin. 
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Q  Now^   wh«n  did  you   first  become   aware   that   these   three 

dairy  groups-^  ADEPT,    TAPE   and  SPACE  had  made  or  were  going  to     ' 

make  contri±>utions?;.    I  Joeiieve  you  testified  that  the  first  j 

i 

time  you  heard  of  theBnva»  in  mid-1971?  I 

I 
A  That  is  my-  recollection.  j 

I 

Q    And^  was  that  also  the  firsi::  time  you  heard  that  they  ; 

had  made  or  '>rere  going  to  make  contributions? 

A  _;  Again,'  that  is  as  I  remember  it,  Mr.  Dobrovir. 

0    ,iIow:  wete  you  told  that  they  had  made  contributions? 

A    No  /  it  was  >-.a  very  casual  conversation,  and  I  was 
simply  asked  to  talk  .to  a  few  people  to  see  whether  or  not 
certain  procedures  were  being  set  up,  including  committees  , 
i  and' that  the  administration  was  being  had.   I  had, no  knowledge 
o£  any  amount,  and  I  had  no  knowledge  of  the  conversations  thac 
had  gone  on  beforehand,  if  any. 


Q  Whom  were  you  asked  to  speak  tp? 

A  About  that  time  I  think  I  was  asked  to  talk  to  Mr. 

ii  Bennett,  He  was  one  of  the  people  that  I  was  asked  to  speak 

i!  ■  ■    ■" 

ii  to. 

Q  Did  you  talk  to  Mr.  ftennefet? 

A  Yes,  I  did. 

Q  When  was  that? 

A  Again  perhaps  in  mid-1971  and  again  I  cannot  stata 


:i 
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2.      On  August  2,  1969  Semer  on  behalf  of  AMPI  delivered  $100,000  in 
cash  to  Kalmbach.  Kalmbach  added  the  cash  to  the  surplus  funds  from  the 
President's  1968  campaign  which  were  in  Kalmbach's  custody.   Kalmbach 
used  this  fund  on  behalf  of  the  White  Hoi^se  for,  among  other  things, 
making  payments  to  Tony  Ulasewicz  and  to  the  Albert  Brewer  campaign 
against  George  Wallace  for  Governor  of  Alabama  in  1970. 
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2.1     MILTON  SEMER  STATEMENT,   FEBRUARY  5,    1974,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,   EXHIBIT 
1,    1-2 

IM  EXCCUTIVS  SSSSIOr^  '  )  J-- 

TESTIMO:;iY  OF  MILTCH  P.  SEMER 
BEFORE  THE  SELECT  COMMITTEE  01-!  PRESIDEMTIAL 
CAI-IPAIGM  ACTIVITIES,  U.  S.  SENATE 
FEBRUAR'/  8,  1974 

My  name  is  Milton  P.  Semsr;  I  am  an  attorney  practicing  lav/ 
in  Washington,  D.  C.  I  an  appearing  to  describe  my  relationship 
with  a  former  client,  the  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  of  San 
Antonio,  Texas. 

From  discussions  with  your  staff,  I  understand  your  interest 
in  my  testimony  to  center  on  representation  of  the  client  during 
1969  and  1970. 

Also,  in  light  of  your  staff's  interest,  I  should  note  that  in 
1953  I  was  Treasurer  for  Senator  Muskie's  Vice  Presidential  cam- 
paign, and  when  Senator  Muskie  ran  for  reelection  to  the  Senate  in 
1970,  I  was  Treasurer  of  ths  Muskie  Election  Committee. 

Attached  to  my  statement  are  copies  of  letters  from  the  client 
to  this  Coifmittee's  staff  setting  forth  the  extent  to  which  the 
client  has  waived  the  attorney-client  privilege  in  connection  v/ith 
my  testim.ony. 

My  relationship  with  the  client  commenced  on  March  21,  1969, 
when  representatives  came  to  see  m.e  in  VJashington.   We  discussed 
how  our  Washington  firm,  m.ight  assist  them,  when  circumstcinces  re- 
quired, in  making  a  persuasive  case  on  the  merits  to  the  Federal 
Government  on  substantive  issues  of  interest  to  them,  including 
price  supports  and  import  competition.   In  part,  it  appeared  that 
this  would  involve  presenting  their  arguir.ents  to  the  Vlhite  House  — 
V7hich,  during  the  Kennedy  and  Johnson  Administrations,  had  actively 
participated  in  decisions  on  such  issues,  and  presumably  would 
continue  to  do  so. 

At  the  same  time,  it  was  explained  to  me  that  the  client  v;as 
organizing  a  political  fund,  the  Trust  for  Agricultural  and  Politi- 
cal Education,  to  raise  funds  from  their  members  for  distribution 
to  candidates  of  both  major  parties  in  local.  State,  Congressional, 
and  Presidential  cam.paigns.   TAPE  v/as  described  to  me  as  a  fund 
modeled  after  the  AFL-CIC s  Committee  for  Political  Education,  COPE, 
whoso  purpose  vrould  be  to  support:  and  win  friends  on  Capitol  Hill 
£Uid  in  the  Administration  and  promote  the  milk  fanrier's  positi.on 
on  the  issues. 

Shortly  after  my  initial  meeting  with  the  clie.''.t,  I  began  an 
uhsiiccessful  effort  to  help  it  find  out  how  the  Wiite  House  was  to 
h^   organized,  and  to  \7hom  it  should  make  its  case. 


X' 
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I  have  related  the  details  of  these  efforts  to  your  staff,      isi'il  \ 

and  riy  purpose-  in  this  staterent  is  to  highlight  tlii  basic  evencs 
in  tlia  chronology. 

On  October  25,  1968,  just  before  the  Presidential  election,  I 
called  Mr.  John  Mitchell  v/ho  had  served  on  an  advisory  conunittee 
when  I  was  General  Counsel  of  the  housing  departinant  in  the  early 
1950 's.   I  phoned  him  at  the  behest  of  a  client  wishing  to  contrib- 
ute to  the  Nixon  campaign.   Mr.  Mitchell  had  put  lae  in  touch  with 
Mr.  Maurice  Stans,  who  in  turn  referred  me  to  Mr.  Jack  Gleason. 

On  March  25,  1969,  following  my  initial  meeting  with  the  client, 
I  called  Jack  Gleason  at  the  White  House  to  describe  my  firm's  new 
client  and  its  interest  in  finding  out  to  whom  at  the  I'Jhite  House 
it  should  direct  its  case.   Mr.  Gleason  in  turn  suggested  I  deal 
with  Mr.  Herbert  Kalmbach,  and  it  shortly  was  arranged  for  me  to 
ip.eet  Mr.  Kalmbach  in  Washington. 

On  April  3,  1969,  I  explained  to  Mr.  Kalmbach  the  interests  of 
my  client.   Mr.  Kalmbach  did  not  ask  for  a  political  contribution, 
but  did  inquire  about  the  contribution  potential  of  the  client's 
political  trust  fund,  TAPE. 

On  July  10,  1969,  I  visited  with  Mr.  Kalmbach  at  his  office  in 
Newport  Beach,  California.   On  this  occasion  Mr.  Kalmbach  inquired 
how  TAPE'S  fund-raising  was  progressing.   When  I  explained  that 
my  client  hoped  its  trust  fund  would  collect  sufficient  funds  to 
make  contributions  to  a  large  number  of  candidates  of  both  parties 
at  all  levels  of  government,  Mr.  Kalmbach  told  me  that  contributions 
would  be  appreciated  by  the  Administration. 

At  this  time  it  was  my  understanding,  and  I  thought  it  vras  Mr. 
Kalmbach' s,  that  the  client  would  be  making,  through  its  trust  fund, 
a  series  of  political  contributions  to  committees  for  1970  Congres- 
sional candidates,  to  be  reported  by  TAPE  and  by  the  recipient 
committees.   It  had  been  a  common  practice  for  past  Administrations 
to  "piggy-back"  such  contributions  —  that  is,  to  transmit  them 
through  the  incumbent  Administration,  allowing  it  to  share  credit 
for  the  contributions  with  the  donor  —  and  I  had  discussed  this 
political  technique  both  with  the  client  and  with  Mr.  Kalmbach. 

Thus  it  was  that  on  August  1,  1959,  I  flew  to  Dallas,  Texas,  to 
receive  from  the  client  for  delivery  to  Mr.  Kalmbach  the  next  day  a 
contribution  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  cash.   Although  more 
than  a  little  surprised  at  the  amount,  v/hich  was  much  larger  than  I 
had  supposed  it  would  be,  I  delivered  the  funds  to  Mr.  Kalmbach  as 
1  had  agreed  to  do.   Neither  then  nor  later  did  he  tell  me  anything 
inconsistent  V7ith  my  understanding  of  the  nature  of  this  transaction, 
as  surr'.-T'.ariiied  above. 
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1  iaries,  and  a  purpose. 

2  Now,  I  guess  Mr.  Stans,  in  the  position  of  the 

3  settlor,  and  you  v--e  certainly  the  trustee,  but  who  was  the 

4  beneficiary,  or  what  was  the  purpose  for  which  the  trust  was 

s  established? 

6  A     J  simply  understood  that  these  funds  were  to  be 

7  expended  ftf |olitical  purposes  at  the  direction  of  Mr.  Haldeman 

8  Q     So  if  they  were  expended  for  anything,  other  than 

9  political  purposes,  that  would  not  have  been  within  the  terms 

vo  of  your  trust? 

jl         A     No.   I  think  I've  stated,  Mr.  Dcbrovir,  that  the 

12  purposes  of  the  trust  were  never  stated.   I'm  simply  ~  I've 

13  just  simply  stated  to  you  an  assumption. 

14    Q     I  see. 

15  I  But  as  far  as  you  were  concerned,  whatever  Mr. 

16  Haldeman  said  to  do  with  the  money,  you  would  do  with  it? 

17  A     Absolutely. 

18  Q     Well,  so,  any%>^ay,  you  received  the  hundred  thousand 

19  dollars,  and  it  was  in  cash? 

20  A     Yes . 

21  Q     Were  the  bills  new? 

22  A     I  don't  recall  that  they  were. 

23  Q     What  denominations  were  they  in? 

24  I       A     My  "memory  is  that  they  were  in  hundred  dollar 

25  Idenominations. 

26  Q     Did  he  bring  them  in  a  brief  case  or  a  suitcase? 

27  A     Just  a  little  valise. 

28  Q     A  little  valise.  .  And  did  you  count  the  money? 
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with  hin  tha  goals  or  interssts  of  Mr.  Sanar's  clients? 

l-\r.    Kal.Tibach.   I  don't  thin]-c  at  tha  outset  these  goals 
or  interests  v/ere  n'.ada  knov.-n  to  ir.e.   But  when  they  were  aade 
kno'./n  to  ir^e  later  in  oux  conversation,  I'n  certain  that  I  made 
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those  known  to  Mr.  Haldeman,  inasmuch  as  ha  was  the  one  to  whoa 
I  was  reporting  as  trustee. 

Mr.  V7eit2,   When  you  said  "later,"  would  this  have  been. 
later  m  vour  series-  of  meetings  but  before  or  contemporaneous 
with  the  delivery  of  the  first  contribution? 

Mr. -"Kalmbach.   Yes. 


Mr«  Weitz.   Did  you  also  report, to  Mr.  Haldeman.  upon  . 
receipt  of  the  contribution? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.  Yes,  I  did,  and  I'm  certain,  that  X  told 
Mr.  Haldeman  immediately  or  within  a  week  or  so  after  I  recsivec 
the  $100,000  that  I  had,  in  fact,  received  that  money,  and  agaii 
stated  to  him  the  objectives  that  Mr.  Semer  had  given  to  ms..- 

Mr.  Weitz.   What  did  you  do  with  the  money? 

Mr-  Kalmbach.   I  put  it  in  a  safe  deposit  box  in  the 

Security  Pacific  National  Ban]-:,  Newport  Center  bramch,  Newport 

! 
Beach,  California. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  it  was  out  of  those  funds,,  commingled  with 

1 
others,  that  was  applied  to  the  various  purposes,  some  of  the 

purposes  to  v/hich  you  referred  to  today?  \ 


Mr.  Kalmbach,   That  is  correct.  j 

Mr.  V/eitz.   And  the  surplus  from  those  monies  was  transfer 
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parity? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  don't  know  if  this  is  responsive  to  your 
question,   but  it  was  clear  in  my  own  mind  that  as  a  result  of 
this  contribution  and  contributions  by,  or  further  contribution 
by,  Mr.  Semer  and  his  clients,  that  meetings  would  be  arranged 
for  Mr.  Semer  and  his  clients  to  meet  with  certain  people  withi  [sic] 
the  IVhite  House  to  put  forth  his  case  on  behalf  of  his  clients. 

Now,  I  don't  recall  that  I  had  any  understanding  beyond 
that  as  to  any  substantive  results  that  would  be  forthcoming. 
I  simply  stated  to  one  .or  more  of  these  people  in  the  White 
House  or  in  the  Administration  the  objectives  that  Mr.  Semer 
had  made  known  to  me. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 
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Thank  youi; 


Mr.  Weitz.   Just  one  more  question  before  we  leave  this 
area.   From  the  cash  in  these  various  safe  deposit  boxes  durinc 
the  period  from  1969  to  1972,  I  take  it  that  it  was  those  funds 
th^t  were  used  for  purposes  such  as  disbursements  to  Anthony 
Dlasewicz  amd  also  part  of  the  funds  disbursed  for  the  candidacy 
[of  Governor  Brewer  in  Alabana  in  1970? 

Mr..  Kalmbach-  That  is  correct. 

Mr. -Weitz.  Now,  returning  to  the  contact;*  oetween.  you  and 
Mr.  Semen  on  behalf  of  the  dairy  cooperative  in  1969,  did  you 
have  occasion,  to  meet  with  Mr.  Semer  out  in  California  before" 
the  delivery  of . tne  contribution? 

Mrv  Kalmbach..   Yes,  and  my  memory  has  been  refreshed  on 
that  from  notes,  and  I  find  that  I  think  I  met  him  in.  early 
.July. of  1969  in.  Newport  Beach,  California,  and  then  I  met  him 
on  or  about  August  2,  I  think,  of  1969  in  Net-rport  Beach. 

Mr.  Weitz..  Now,  in  the  conversations  and  meetings  leading 
up  to  the  actuai  delivery  of  the  contribution,  is  there  anythii^g 
else  that  you  can  now  recall  that  took  olace  or  was  discussed, 
in  addition  to  what  you  have  already  mentioned? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.  Well,  yes.   I  think,  again  from  ray  memory 
being  refreshed,  I  find  that  at  some  point,  and  I  thinJc  more 
than  once,  it  was  stated  to  me  by  Mr.  Semer  that  his  client  or 
clients  were  talking  of  contributing  in  the  agqregate  or  as 
a  goal  figure  for  1969  $250,000.   And  he  gave  me  a  range,  as  I 
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SESSION.  _^    14-15 li 

!tr.   Kelts.     "I'rnen  was   that  fcr  the  Doaisstic  Cciu.tscil 

orga;-:ized? 

inr.   Ehrl.i Chilian.      V'ali,   somatime   af-cer  Coiigrsas  appiro-'cd 

the  I>oniestic  Council   forni£.t.icn  which  wctild  hsve  besn   late 

'70,   I  WCU.1G  giasss,   or  early    '71.      I  v/ould  have   to  check  that. 

It  would  be  £  matter  of  record,   but,  you  know,   there  was   a 

reorganizatio:"".  and  it  cart>s  up  end  the  Congress   had  SO  days 

and  tliB-f  didn't  vsto  it  and  it  then  went  into  effect  and 

we  asserribied  it  and  we'd  have  to  chack  and  sea  what  the  dates 

would  be. 

Mr-  Weits.  The  third  paragraph    in  the  letter  from 

Kr.  Hillings  to  the  President,  it  refers  to  the  fact  that 

AMPI,  v?hich  is  a  dairy  cooperati^'e,  contributed  about  $135,000 

to  Republican  candidates  in  the  1970  election.   Do  you  have 

any  knowledge  of  that? 

Mr.  Shrlichman,   Weil,  to  the  extent  — 

Kr.  Keita.  Whether  in  specific  or  general  terms? 

Mr.  Ehrlichnijin.   1  would  think  that  I  did  because  I 

aesuse  that  would  be  raor.ey  Kalrobach  got  from  Semsr  because 

I  think  it  was  at  that  titne"-  that  he  was  raising  money  for 

Congressional  csmdidates  in  the  '70  election. 

Hr.  Weita,   Do  you  knov,'  vrhetherNtr.  Kalnbach  used  any  of 

these  EoneyE  fcr  any   purpcc^es  other  than  thz   1570  eieorticn  of 

Sonatcrisl  ciindidates? 

Kr.  ShjrlichKin.   Yes,  Z   es  sure  iia  soust  have  and  soma  of 
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li 

2  i;     I   Cc-ri' c  •ESiiUr-5  30U,    but   I    guess   that/ s    just   s  ge^i-^/rai  un-ien— 
i- 

i,  i\     standing  = 
i! 

4  !'  fe-o   Wsitz,      Did  vou  ever  cive  him  instructions  with   rea- 

li 
ti 

5  i|     psct  to  p?viT;.='.  t  of  eicpsrise  to  Mr .  alaes'^ics? 


I'j:.   Ehrlichman.   Yes,  eure. 

Kr.   weits.      And  you  wsre  avare  that  he  vras   using  funds 
received  froiu  Vjt^   Kalrabach  for  those  so'xirces? 


S  |i  Kx,   Ehrlichman.     Yas 


^Q  !■;  Kr.      Ksit:;o     ^--Jhat  abotit  Kr.    Erucer's   candidacy  in  1970? 


PS:.  Ehrlichmtn.     I'hat's  that  AlEbama  business? 

lfe-=   Waits.      Yes. 

Mr.   EhrlichiTiaa.     Ves. 


11 

!2  i! 

13    i  

^4    I  Mr.  Keits.      Kovr  tiie  nejrt:  sentence  In  the   latter  goes  on 

15    1    to  say    ""'Ke  are  new  working  with  ?on\  Evans   and  Hsrb  Kalriach 
«g    I    in  settincf  up  appropriate  chsnnals    for  AHPI   to  contribute 

two  nallion  doliers   for  your  re-elsctiori.°      Did  you  have  any 
\    knosrlsdge  of  thit? 

Kr.   EfiTlichir^n.      Mo,-    I  didn't. 

i^^,   Cfsits.     And  finaiiy,    "P>:^I  is   funding  a  special  pro- 
■^ect."      Did  you  have   any  Icnov.'isdge  or  whnt  that  refersncs 
r.wjiiit? 

Kr.   Bhi'iichrr.an.      Ko. 

5':r.   VJeitz.      Nov?  in  sn  £cocL-r.E^;yi?.g  "S2^or^i::^■«^:ir> ,  iniita  Ho-asc- 
i    teru-;r£5.ndu3,    "?^3Uting  Sli^"    r'icliy,    thr;rc    £"i   tv:i    £cce:r:?c.r:yir.c? 
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tives  of  some  dairy  cooperatives? 

STATEMENT  OF  H.  R.  HALDEMAN;  ACCOMPANIED 
BY  FRANK  H.  STRICKLER, COUNSEL 


Mr.  Haldeman.   I  am  not  able  to  identify  either  time  or 
individual  as  to  when  and  how  I  became  aware  of  the  interest 
on  the  part  of  the  dairy  industry  or  Intention  on  the  part  of 
the  dairy  industry  to  supply  contributions. 

I  did  at  some  point  become  aware  of  that.   I  don't 
believe  it  was  in  1969.   I  would  expect  it  was  probably  in  '70. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Let  me  ask  you  this. 

Are  you  aware  that  the  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  cash 
was  delivered  by  a  representative  of  the  dairy  industry  to 
Mr.  Kalmbach? 

Mr.  Haldeman.   In  1969? 

Mr.  Weitz.   In  1969. 

Mr-  Haldeman,  I  don't  recall  that.   I  am  not  currently 
aware  of  it.   That  is  something  I  may  or  may  not  have  known 
at  the  time,  and  I  have  no  recollection  of  knowing  it. 

I  Kalmbach  reported  some  things  to  me,  he  generally  kept  me  in- 
formed on  what  he  was  doing  — 

Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  recall  whether  in  1969  he  asked  your 
advice  or  notified  you  of  any  contacts  he  was  having  in 
connectionwith  soliciting  contributions,  contributions  for 
the  trust  account,  or  whether  or  not  they  were  with  regard  to 
the  trust  account  in  general? 
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3.      Kalmbach  has  testified  that  between  August  2,  1969  and  August  9, 
1969  he  reported  to  Haldeman  that  he  had  received  the  $100,000  and  again 
stated  to  Haldeman  the  objectives  Semer  had  given.   Kalmbach  also  informed 
John  Ehrlichman,  Maurice  Stans,  Jack  Gleason  (then  an  aide  to  Maurice 
Stans  and  later  a  White  House  aide) ,  and  Assistants  to  the  President 
Peter  Flanigan  and  Harry  Dent  of  the  contribution,  and  he  telephoned  one 
or  more  of  them  to  arrange  for  meetings  between  AMP.I  representatives  and 
White  House  aides.   On  August  19,  1969  Semer,  AMPI  General  Manager  Harold 
Nelson  and  AMPI  special  counsel  David  Parr  met  with  Dent  at  the  White 
House  to  discuss  dairy  industry  problems  and  to  invite  the  President  to 
address  an  AMPI  annual  meeting. 
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these  funds  had  come  from  his  clients. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  you  understand  whether  or  not  there  were 
more  than  —  whether  there  were  as  many  as  20  sources  for  the 
money? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   No,  I  did  not  understand  that.'  Again,  as 
I  say,  I  don't  remember  that  he  particularized  as  to  the, sourc^, 
and  it  was  just  my  assumption  that  he  obtained  these  funds  frorf 
his- clients.-.  But -T  was  not  aware  of  how,  in  fact,  they  were 
obtciined..^     ^ 

Mir^i  Weitz.   Now ,  you ' ve  mentioned-  -— _  but  first,-  before  we 
get  to  that  -—  before  receipt  of  the  money,  did  you 'check  with 
or  report-^to  Mr.  Haldeman  with  respect  to  the  offer  of  a  con- 
tribution-of  fered  by  Mr-.  Semer?; 
Mr^- Kalmbach.   Of  course. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  explain  to  him  what  you've  told  us- 
today? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  did.   I  told  Mr.  Haldeman  that  I  had 
been  approached  by  Mr.  Semer  eind  I  know,  too,  that  I  talked  to 
I  confirmed  with  Mr.  Mitchell  that  Mr.  Semer  was  known  to  him, 
and  I  did  talk  to  Mr.  Mitchell,  I  think  it  was  within  a  day  or 
two  after  I  talked  to  Mr.  Semer,  just  to  make  certain  that  thiq 
person  was  what  he  said  he  was.   And  it's  my  clear  memory  that 
Mr.  Haldeman  authorized  me  to  receive  any  contribution  that  wa^ 
offered  by  these  people. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  also  indicate  to  Mr.  Haldeman,  discussj 
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with  hin  the  goals  or  interests  of  Mr.  Seiner's  clients? 

Mr.  Kalnbach.   I  don't  thin!-c  at  the  outset  -these  goals 
or  interests  visra   made  knov/n  to  ir.e.  .  But  v/hen  they  were  made 
known  to  me  later  in  our  conversation,  I'm, certain  that  I  mada 
those  kno'^  to  Mr.  Haldeman,  inasmuch  as  he  was  the  one  to  whoii 
I  was  reporting  as  trustee. 

Mr.  Weitz.   When  you  said  "later,"  would  this  have  beea 
later  in  your  series-  of  meetings  but  before  or  contemporaneous 
with  the  delivery  of  the  first  contribution? 
Mr.  Kalmbach.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz-   Did  you  also  report,to  Mr.  Haldeman  upon 
receipt  of  the  contribution? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Yes,  I  did,  and' I'm  certain  that  I  told 
Mr.  Haldeman  immediately  or  within  a  weex  or  so  after  I  receiv^a 
the  $100,000  that  I  had,  in  fact,  received  that  nioney,  and  aga^n 
stated  to  him  the  objectives  that  tir.   Semer  had  gxven  to  me 
Mr.  Weitz.   What  did  you  do  with  the  money? 
Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  put  it  in  a  safe  deposit  box  in  the 
Security  Pacific  National  Ban:<,  Newport  Center  branch,  Newport 
Beach,  California. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  it  was  out  of  those  funds,,  commingled  witij. 
others,  that  was  applied  to  the  various  purposes,  some  of  the 
purposes  to  which  you  referred  to  today? 
Mr.  Kalmbach,   That  is  correct. 
Mr.  Weitz.   And  the  surplus  from  those  monies  was  transfe:;red 


(101) 


3.1     HERBERT  KALMBACH  TESTIMONY,   MARCH  22,    1974,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    13-18 

15 


togethar  './ith  the  amounts  in  the  chscking  account,  to  Mr.  Sloarl 
in  1972? 

Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kalnhach.   That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Keitz.  Did  you  report  or  discuss  your  contacts  with 
Mr.  Seraer  with  anyone  else  that  you  can  recall  in  1969  in  tha 
tiTiite  House,  other  than  Mr.  Mitchell,  who,v-.of  course,  was  the 
Attorney  General,  and  Mr.  Haldasian?. 

Or.   Kalmbach.   Yes.   I  think  I  advised  Mr.:  Flanigaxir  Mr» - 
Ehrlichman,  and  Mr.  Stans.   Of  course,  Mr.  Stans  was  not  in.  th4 
l-Thite -House  "as  such,  but  he  was  in  the  Administration. 

Idr-  V/eitz.-  I  should  enlarge  that  question  to  include 
anyone  in  the  Administration.       .  . 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Were  there  any  reactions  or  comments  or  mes- 
sages that  you  recall  from  those  gentlemen? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   No,  there  were  no  particular  reactions, 
other  than  —  oh,  Mr.  Dent  would  be  another  man  that  I  v/ould 
have  advised  of  this.   And  I  think  the  reactions  were  simply  ■ 
that  I  told  tham,  either  or-  or  all  of  them,  told  them  of  Mr. 
Semer's  objectives,  certainly,  as.,  to  the  objectives  that  he 
had,  that  ha  v/anted  to  meet  with  certain  of  the  people  within 
tha  I'Tnita  House.' 

And  Mr.  Gleason,  incidantally ,  would  be  cinother  ona  that 
probably  I  advised  of  this. 
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1 
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And  it  was  made  clear  to  me  by  one  or  more  of  these  people 
that  meetings  would  and  could  be  arranged  between  Mr.  Semer 
and  one  or  more  people  within  the  Whites  House. 

Mr.  Weitzi  Not  the  President,  yet,  but  at  least  some  aides? 

Mr-  Kalmbach.   Yes.  And  I  don't  recall  that- the  President! 
was  mentioned..  .  .  -   -: 

Mr»  Weitz.,  By  them? 

Mr".iKalTnha<di. .  By  then- 

Mtii Weitz i;  But  you,  in_  fact,  mentioned  to  •  them-,  the  dairy 

people's  interest- in  meeting  with  the  President? 

Mr.  Kalmbach..  That  is  correct.   And.  also,  of.' course,  their 
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interest- in  having  the  President  address  their  convention,  I 
think,  the  following  year  in  Kanscis  City,  as  I  remember, 

Xdr.  Weitz.  And  the  setting  of  parity  at  90  percent? 

Mp."  Kalmbach.  Theit  is  correct.. 

llr.  Weitz.   Do  you  remember  taking  any  steps  within  the 
next  several  weeks  after  the  receipt  of  the  contribution  to, 
in  fact,  arrange  or  assist  in  the  arrangement  of  a  meeting 
bet^veen  Mr.  Semer  and  fdr.  Dent? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Yes,  I  do. 

y-^.   V7eitz.   How  did  you  go  about  that? 

Mr.  Weitz.   I  think  I  called  Mr.  Dent-   It  was  svibsequent 
to  the  time  that  Mr.  Semer  gave  me  the  $100,000,  on  or  about 
August  2,  1969,  and  I  think  I  called  Mr.  Dent,  and  Mr.  Dent 
agreed  to  see  Mr".  Semer.   And  I  think  I  also  talked  to  one  or 
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more  of  the  others  in  the  i-Tnite  House  to  set  up  other  appoint- 
ments for  Mr.  Semer. 

Now,  I'm  not  —  ny  memory  is  not  clear  as  to  v;hat  people 
he  met  in  the  Administration. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  were  not  present? 

Mr.  Kalnbach.   But  I  was  never  present  at  any  of  those 
meetings  tha'c  I  remember  at  all.   But  I'm  certain  that  the  peed le 
'that,  he  did  meet  in  the  Administration  were  —  it-  was  probably 
the  result  of  calls  that  I  made  to  either  Bob  Haldenian  or.  John 
Erlichman  or  Harry  Dent  or  some  of  t-'^'^   others  that  I've  named. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  either  you,  in  your  conversa-i'-'ons  with 
people  in  the  Administration  in  connection  with  thxi>  contribu- 
tion and  the  contract  with  the  dairy  people,  or  did  any  of 
those  individuals  with  whom  you  talked  express  any  concern  aboiit 
the  discussion,  both  contribution  or  contributions,,  substantial 
contributions,  and  certain  aims  or  interests  that  they  had  in 
substantive  policies  and  in  contacts  with  the  Administration? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Excuse  me.   I'm  not  certain  as  to  youi 
question. 

Mr.  Weitz,   Essentially,  to  boil  it  down,  did  either  you 
express  concern  about  —  well,  let  me  start  it  this  way. 

Did  you  perceive  the  dairy  people  as  hoping  that  their 
contribution  would  assist  them  in  gaining,  number  one,  access 
to  the  lihite  House,  meetings  with  the  President,  and  some  sub- 
stantive policy  decision  v/ith  regard  to  parity,  the  setting  of 
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parity? 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  don't  know  if  this  is  responsive  to  your 
question,   but  it  was  clear  in  my  own  mind  that  as  a  result  of 
this  contribution  and  contributions  by,  or  further  contribution 
by,  Mr.  Semer  and  his  clients,  that  meetings  would  be  arranged 
for  Mr.  Semer  and  his  clients  to  meet  with  certain  people  withi  [sic] 
the  White  House  to  put  forth  his  case  on  behalf  of  his  clients. 

Now,  I  don't  recall  that  I  had  any  understanding  beyond 
that  as  to  any  substantive  results  that  would  be  forthcoming. 
I  simply  stated  to  one  or  more  of  these  people  in  the  White 
House  or  in  the  Administration  the  objectives  that  Mr.  Semer 
had  made  known  to  me. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 
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«>        3.2     JOBS  EHRLICBMAS  TESTIMONY,   FEBBVASY  8,    1974,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  \ 
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1    '^                .....  > 

'  1.  ''-•   r.£i";-,.     i>ir-    EIiriXJ-'irtcLn,    itt:  ire  di.reci:  you:   Efctet-Ttio-.i 

*                                                                                           ■                                   '  * 

^  j,  to  1S€5.      Die  -^^cxi  bi^cns  o.*^2.r£  i.~   anytirr-a  durii-g   i?6:i   of  z.rs.r  \ 

!' •  ■                                                                                                   "  '  ^ 

3  li  contacts:  bstwesr^  eitiiar  v:t'-lte  Souse  u^cpl'S  3>r  Kesch^iican  I 

!■  t 

4  ,  fur»d2r&i3c::-3  vi-ih  tb.o  dairy  coopnsrfLti'res?     ffsrticuiariy  Aejccis.te-i 
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•;  Milk  Prodccsrs ? 

!       ■ 

i     Kr.  Ehrixchic£n.  Yes. 

M.r.  Keitz.  Can  you  tell  us  hew  you  caEa  to  that  knew  ledge? 

j^  .  i-Sr.  Ehriichnian.   I  am  not  sure  what  ny  first  knowledge  was 

but  I  becsHss  aware  of  the  fast  that  Herb  Sslobach  wets  in  touch 

with  en  attorney  here  in  Washinciton  who  reoresented  or  at  least 

I  I  vas  tclfi  he  represented  the  Kilk  Producers  or  sozue  part  of 

I  the  Milk  P-roducers.  And  from  time  to  tiir«  in  that  —  I  thinJc 

J 

jit  was   1969,   Ksiinbach  rosntioned  that  he  was  getting  CEispaign 

contributions   from  that  ettoimey  in  behalf  of  the  Kilk  Producers 

Kr-  Keitz.      Do  you  recall  the  naroe  of  the  attornsy? 

Mr.  EhrliduTvan.      I  can't  remember  the  name  It  starts  with 
a   'S'    as   I  recall. 

Mr.  tfeitz.      Does  Ser>ar  ring  a  bell? 

Kr.   Ehriichnian.     Yes. 

Kr.  Weits.     Had  you  heard  of  or  saan  Kilton  Semer  before 
that  tins? 

Kr.  Ehrlicteiiii.      No.  "" 

Kr.  Waits.      KS.S  >:r.   Kslnibach  spaoific  or  any  rsore  spscific 
'chcTr.  ycv>  fWiritioiiCd  v;5.tii  v.hs';  t>.e  ciciry  gi*oup  vras   that  wcs  tr.&Jciiig 
tlie  contribtttiono? 
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2    _  unit  or  b"a:n.ch  or  irrierrt^-i  it  Vi:.?, 

4  t  had  b-een  Eu-spc-rfcera .- f o"  instance r   in  the  previous  slectxon  | 

of  the  Presidertt  cr  Ts-hethsr  ^his  was  a  new  grcrcp  or  r:«w  ccntri-  i 

j 

bution  of  son;a  sort?  1 

Kr.   E>iriioh=;£.n<.      I  icn't  reccll  tiiat.  .  j 
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Mi:..   vTeit::.      Did  he  ir-aicste  whatjisr  tJtey  htd  —  ea.rii.tr         | 

i 


;  Ky  iicpression  v?&s   that  this  was  a  new  contact  for  Kelnbach.} 

j Thst  he  hEc  had  no  previous  experience  with  this  man. 
!  Mr.   Weitz,     Did  ha  indic&fce  how  the  dairy  people  or  at  ieas: 

!  Hr.    SeitK-tr  casG  to  co:atact  Mr.   KalEbach?       ;        " 


yx,  Ehriichiasn.     Throxigh  en  int£rir<E3iary  and  X  caa't  recall! 

I 
i  who  it  was.      I  recall  Kaimba.ch  telling  ms  about  aiiother  attorriey 


jjiEiasd  'ACZ-S.R  and  whe-ther  Morqan  was  the  intormcdie^ry  cr  wheth.er 
Morgan  yes  in  rsletion  to  sosvs  other  transaction,   I  can't  rerxjirt- 
ber,  but  it  may  have  been  Horgan. 

^!r.  Vteitz.     Do  yoii  knoir  which  attorney  Morgan  he  was 
talhing  5±iout? 

kr.   Ehrlic?:ir;e.n.     Bcwtrd  Morgan  who  apparently  is  a  long 
tirtva  lz.\SYeir,  T.ot  the  AsEiGta.n.t  Treas'irsr  of  Treasury,   another       i 
ono.  1 

•:  1 

Mr.   vrilsoE.     Off  this  jf'-cord.  ! 

■  -■    ,  ■  ' 

{■0iscu£?sion  held  off  t:-.e   r^sord-}  j 

■  > 

r:r .   KsitE'c      ^n-cih  en  tho  record.  ; 

Vv,-p  :-tr.   K.^lFiti-^ch  rcp-.-rtirig  tc  ^-Vsi.  x^ith.  -:v::c-ii.i^ct  to  arii'  otherj 
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l'"^.  Eariif;5;JAE.n.     'veil.-  he  ■■wasn't  rsall^  rcrpcrciiig  fco  srs  cr^  ; 

:  i 

this.     I  TQaaKf  Uiis  vae   s  a«ifc-car  o£  pftssiitg  coRvercttion  rather  • 

I 

':  th&n  a  repc2:t  as  cuch.  '      . 

Hr.  Wcitz.  Do  you  huow  who  he  was  roportitg  to? 
Mr.  Shrllchr.&n.  Ko,  X  don't.  The  reason  that  1   resell 
;  thle  epscifically  is  bacause  o£  a  set  of  olrcurastances  where 
I  he  broke  off  this  contact  aiid  there  he  did  report  to  ne  La 

a  sense.  Re  catoe  to  lae  vith  a  concern  that  he  had  about  it 
iand  we  diecussed  it. 

Mr.  Ifeltz.  That  was  luuch  later? 

Mr.  Ehrlichman.  Well,  no,  net  imich.   It  would  have  been 
within  tl'io  year  I  would  think. 
Kr.  Keita.   1963  cr  1970? 

Kr.   Ehrlichntan,  Let  me  —  see,  I  can't  fix  it  as  to  date 
but  niy  iii?>ression  is  that  his  contact  with  —  Setoer  is  it? 
Semers? 

Kr.  Waits.  Semer,  S-s-ni-e-r. 

Kr.  Ehrlichraan.     Didn't  go  on  for  nora  than  about  a  year 

amd  on  one  occasion  he  cairie  and  said,   "I  have  real  concerns  aboui: 

>•  I 

this   fellow.   Ha  is  beginning  to  suggest  that  there  ought  to  be     | 

quid  pro  quo."     And  he  said,    "I   just  don't  like  the  feal  of  it." 

And  leaid,   "\fall,   Kerb,   that  Bounds  to  r»2  like  soniathing  that 

you  oucht  to  diecjontin-iis."  i 

And  he  ■ —  m/  underrrtc,ncirig  is  tl.at  iM  di.Oi  ciGContinue  juiy 
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Mr.  Weitz.  Is  that  consistent  with  what  he  told  you  in 

1973? 

Mr.  Semer.  Well,  if  he  took  money  out  of  that  fungible 
source,  it  raises  a  tracing  problem  that  is  beyond  my  talents 
to  figure  out  without  any  more  information  than  what  you've 
read. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  if,  in  another  deposition,  Mr.  Kalmbach 
has  testified  that  he  used  the  moneys  in  that  box  in  Califor- 
nia to  finance  the  activities  of  Anthony  Ulasewicz  and  also 
to  finance  the  candidacy  of  Mr.  Brewer  in  Alabama  against 
Governor  Wallace  in  1970,  is  that  consistent  with  what  he  told 
you  in  1969  or  1973? 

Mr.  Semer.  No,  it  is  not.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  just 
learned  for  the  first  time  on  the  radio  this  morning,  as  to 
the  possible  use  of  that  fund,  and  this  is  almost  beyond  belief. 

Mr,  Weitz.  Now  I  jus t  have  several  more  questions  in 
connection  with  the  aftermath  of  the  contribution,  and  then 
we  can  take  a  recess. 

Shortly  after  the  delivery  of  the  money  to  Mr.  Kalm- 
bach, did  you  again  speak  with  him  with  respect  to  making  con- 
tact with  a  particular  individual  or  other  individuals  in  the 

White  House? 

Mr.  Semer.   I  received  over  the  telephone  a  message, 
possibly  from  Kalmbach,  more  likely  from  Gleason,  to  call  Harry 
Dent  of  the  White  House  staff  to  make  an  appointment  for  the 
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client  to  see  Dent,  and  that  appointment  was  made  for  August  15th 

when  Mr.  Nelson  and  Mr.  Parr  and  I  went  to  the  White  House  and 

saw  Mr.  Dent,  and  possibly  Gleason,  who  was  then  working  for  Mr.  Parr. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  Mr.  Kalmbach  tell  you  that  he  had  been 
in  contact  with  anyone  In  the  White  House  to  inform  them 
of  your  Interest  to  meet  with  someone  there? 

Mr.  Semer.   He  never  mentioned  anyone  specifically  that 
he  would  be  in  touch  with,  but  increasingly  he  gave  me  the 
Impression  that  he  was  not  only  acquainted  but  Influential  with 
the  White  House  people. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  he  tell  you  that  he  called  Harry  Dent,  or 
was  going  to  call  Harry  Dent? 

Mr.  Semer.   He  did  not  say  that,  as  I  recall. 
Mr.  Weltz.   But  if  he  has  testified  that  he,  in  fact, 
did,  that  would  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  circumstances? 
Mr.  Semer.   No. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  he  indicate  that  he  had  talked  to  anybody 
else  In  the  White  House  about  your  client  and  their  interest 
with  meeting  with  people  in  the  White  House? 
Mr.  Semer.   Not  that  I  recall. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  ever  tell  you  that  he  talked  to  Mr. 
Ehrllchman  about  this? 

Mr.  Seoer.   No,  he  did  not  mention  Mr.  Ehrllchman's  name, 
although  on  one  occasion,  I  think  the  first  occasion,  in  his 
office,  it  was  a  White  House  call  —  I  don't  know  whether  it 
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was  from  the  White  House  or  whether  it  was  one  that  was  put 

in  by  Mr.  Kalmbach  ~  that  I  believe  might  have  been  Mr.  Ehrl- 

ichman . 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  tell  you  that  he  reported  the  fact  of 

the  contribution  to  Mr.  Haldeman? 

Mr.    Senfer.        No,   he  did  not,    that  I  recall. 

Mr.  Weitz.   What  was  the  purpose  of  the  meeting  with  Mr. 

Dent? 

Mr.  Semer.   The  purpose  of  the  meeting  with  Mr.  Dent  was 
twofold:   one,  to  get  the  client  acquainted  with  a  White  House 
staffer;  and  secondly,  as  indicated  in  the  memorandum,  a  copy 
of  which  I  have  given  the  Committee,  to  invite  the  President 
'   to  attend  the  annual  convention  of  the  client  group. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Now  I  would  like  to  mark  as  Exhibit  2  to  your 
executive  session,  which  is  also  Exhibit  2  to  Mr.  Parr's  exec- 
utive session,  a  copy  of  a  memorandum  to  Mr.  Dent,  dated 
August  19,  1969.   Is  this  a  copy  of  the  memorandum  that  you 
prepared  and  was  submitted  to  Mr.  Dent? 

(Whereupon,  the  document  referred  to  was  marked  Semer 's 
Exhibit  2  for   identification.) 

Mr,  Semer.   Yes,  that's  a  copy  of  a  memorandum  from 
Harold  Nelson,  then  the  general  manager  of  the  client  group, 
and  this  is  a  memorandum  that  was  prepared  in  my  office  in 
Washington  in  consultation  with  the  client. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  connect  the  meeting  with  Mr.  Dent  and 
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the  subsequent  contacts  between  the  dairy  people  and  the  White 

House  people  to  the  contribution  in  August  of  1969? 

Mr.  Semer.   No,  I  don't,  Mr.  Weitz. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Now  Mr.  Kalmbach  in  his  deposition  on  page  13 
has  stated,  "I  think  that  in  my  conversations  with  him,"  mean- 
ing you,  Mr.  Semer,  "it  became  my  belief  that  at  some  point 
after  he  had  made  a  contribution,  that  Mr.  Semer  would  come 
to  see  me  and  ask  me  to  introduce  him  to  people  in  the  White 
House,  or  in  the  Government,  simply  so  that  as  an  attorney  for 
this  particular  client,  he  could  make  a  case  for  whatever 
matter  he  wished  to  discuss  with  these  people." 

Now  do  you  remember  either  giving  that  impression  to 
Mr.  Kalmbach,  or  is  it  your  understanding  that  he  could  have 
drawn  that  conclusion  from  the  contacts  that  had  been  made 
throughout  1969? 

Mr.  Semer.   I  would  be  very  much  surprised,  Mr.  Weitz, 
that  Mr.  Kalmbach,  a  very  sophisticated  attorney,  would  draw  a 
conclusion  that  the  contribution  of  the  money  would  tie  in  with 
the  meeting  with  a  person,  such  as  Harry  Dent,  in  the  White 
House. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Well,  on  page  14,  in  recounting  what  he  told 
Mr.  Dent  when  he  called  him  in  connection  with  the  milk  pro- 
ducers, he  said  he  was  asked  what  did  you  say  to  Mr.  Dent,  and 
his  response  is,  "I  said  that  this  is  an  attorney  whose  clients 
are  supportive  of  the  President,"  and  indicated  to  him  that  I 
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would  appreciate  It  If  he  would  meet  with  him." 

Now,  would  not  the  fact  that  the  contribution  make 

the  people,  in  fact,  supporters  of  the  President,  whereas  in 

fact,  the  previous  year  they  had  not  been  supporters  of  the 

President? 

Mr.  Semer.  Well,  I  don't  know  the  context  with  which  Mr. 
Kalmbach  says  that.  On  the  face  of  it.  if  that's  what  he  says, 
then  those  are  the  standards  by  which  he  makes  judgments  in 
politics.  I  can't  disagree  with  his  point  of  view.  I  can't 
challenge  that,  if  that's  his  point  of  view. 

^  Weitz.  Now  I  have  here.  I  believe  subsequent  to  your 


n^eting  on  the  19th  with  Mr.  Dent,  was  there  a  subsequent  con- 
tact that  you  had  in  1969  with  either  Mr.  Dent  or  Mr.  Gleason 
in  connection  with  your  dairy  client? 

Let  me  specifically  actually  direct  your  attention 
to  September  16,  1969.  both  to  a  letter  of  that  date,  and  also 
to  some  type  of  a  contact  or  perhaps  telephone  call.  Does 
your  log  indicate  that  there  was.  in  fact,  a  contact  with 
Mr.  Gleason  or  a  message  from  him  that  day? 
Mr.  Semer.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  what  was  that  message  or  contact? 
Mr.  Semer.   In  the  message  says  exactly  quoted  from  the 
log.  'Gleason.  no  M.P.I,  this  month.  What  else  does  M.P.I. 

want?  ' 

Mr.  Weitz.  What  does  that  mean  to  you? 
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at  the  time  they  told  me  his  name.  They  may  have.  But  anyway, 
I  understood  that  it  had  been  delivered. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Now,  following  delivery  of  that  money  did  you 
become  aware  of  any  contacts  or  any  greater  access  to  anyone  In 
the  Administration? 

Mr.  Nelson.  That's  what  I  started  to  say  earlier  when  I 
misunderstood  your  question. 

It  seemed  to  us  then  that  nothing  was  happening  as  a  re- 
sult of  that.   But  since  then,  just  by  reading  published  accounts 
why,  in  retrospect  I  would  tie  the  fact  that  we  did  see  Mr.  Dent. 

Mr.  Weltz.  That  was  sometime  shortly  after  the  delivery 
of  the  money? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  can't  tell  you  just  how  —  not  a  whole  lot 
of  time  elapsed. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Did  you  see  him  with  Mr.  Semer? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  believe  Mr.  Semer  and  Mr.  Parr. 

Mr.  Weltz.  And  yourself  met  Harry  Dent  In  the  White  House 
in  his  White  House  office. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  in  his  office. 

Mr.  Weltz.   The  Executive  Office  Building? 

Mr.  Nelson.  No,  as  I  recall  his  office  —  I  may  be  wrong 
about  this  —  but  as  I  recall,  his  office  was  in  the  East  Wing 
of  the  White  House  when  we  saw  him.   It  wasn't  in  the  Executive 
Office  Buildings. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Now,  if  Mr.  Semer's  records  Indicate  that  he 
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Hotise  Judiciary  Committee  staff  , , 

met  with  Mr.  Dent  on  August  19th,  1969,  which  would  have  been 
approximately  two  and  a  half  weeks  after  the  delivery  of  the 
money  to  Mr.  Kalmbach,  does  that  refresh  your  recollection  as 
to  the  time  you  met  with  Mr.  Dent  and  Mr.  Parr? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I'm  sure  that's  when  I  was  there. 

Mr.  Weitz.   What  was  discussed  at  the  meeting  with  Mr. 
Dent? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  believe  that  we  discussed  some  problems  that 
we  had.   I  can't  recall  what  specific  problem  we  were  talking 
about  then.   It  probably  had  to  do  with  import  regulations  or 
tariffs,  or  something  like  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  anyone  at  that  meeting  — 

Mr.  Nelson.   It  would  have  been  on  dairy  problems. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Was  it  your  imder standing,  then,  that  Mr.  Dent 
was  going  to  be  your  contact  or  the  person  that  you  could  reach 
in  the  White  House  with  respect  to  dairy  problems? 

Mr.  Nelson.  No.  It  would  just,  it  was  just  kind  of  hoped 
that  maybe  he  would. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  Mr.  Semer  or  Mr.  Dent  or  anyone  else  indi- 
cate at  the  meeting  that  you  were  supporters  of  the  President? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  believe  that  at  the  meeting  it  was  indicated 
that  we  wanted  to  support  the  President.  You  see,  we  were  always 
very  candid  about  it,  that  we  were  Democrats  who  had  a  track 
record  that,  you  know,  couldn't  be  denied.   That  was,  depending 
upon  your  political  persuasion,  that  is  a  cross  that  you  had  to 
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bear.  And  so  we  made  no  bones  about  the  fact.  But  we  also 
told  him  that  we  wanted  to  support  the  President  and  that  we 
would  support  the  President. 

Mr.  Weitz.  But  there  was  no  indication  to  your  recollec- 
tion that  you  were  supporters  of  the  President? 

Mr.  Nelson.   That  we  were  at  that  time?  No,  I  wouldn't 
say  so. 

Mr.  Weitz.   What  about  the  $100,000  contribution? 

Mr.  Nelson.   That  was  a  pajrment.   As  far  as  I  recall,  that 
$100,000  was  never  mentioned  by  anybody. 

Mr.  Weitz.   No,  not  specifically.   But  didn't  that  make  you 
supporters  of  the  President? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Oh,  you  mean  —  yes,  it  did.   It  did  in  our 
view.   But  I  don't  think  that  —  I  am  quite  sure  that  at  that 
point  they. didn't  consider  us  to  be  supporters. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  ever  meet  with  Mr.  Gleason? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.   In  1969? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Well,  I  can't  tell  you  the  date.   But  I  tell 
you,  I  believe  we  met  with  Mr.  Gleason  more  than  once.  And  as 
I  recall,  it  was  either  very  shortly  after  or  maybe  a  little  be- 
fore meeting  with  Mr.  Dent. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Now,  let  me  show  you  a  letter,  and  if  you  can 
identify  it,  so  be  it.   It  is  a  letter  which  I  will  mark  as  Exhi- 
bit No.  1  at  this  session,  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Milt  Semer,  dated 
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MEMORANDUM  August  19,  1969        f\T 

TO:    The  Honorable  Harry  S.  Dent  -  .       . 

FROM:    Harold  Nelson,   General  Manager. 
Associated  Dairymen,  Inc. 

SUBJECT:    Invitation  to  the  President  to  Address  the  Annual  Meeting  of 
Associated  Dairymen,  Inc. 

In  accordance  with  your  suggestion  made  in  your  office  this 
morning,  here  are  the  details  of  our  invitation  to  the  President  to  address 
the  Annual  Meeting  of  Associated  Dairymen,  Inc. 

Associated  Dairymen.  Inc.   is  a  dairy  cooperative  representing 
both  manufacturing  and  Grade  A  fluid  milk  producers  whose  farms  are  in 
the  area  roughly  defined  by  the  Appalachian  Mountains  on  the  east,  the 
Rocky  Mountains  on  the  west,  the  Canadian  border  on  the  north,   and  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  on  the  south.     These  farms  are  in  the  18  states  of  Minnesota, 
North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Wisconsin,  niinois,  Iowa,  Indiana.  Nebraska, 
Kansas,  Missouri,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  Kentucky,  Tennessee, 
Mississippi,  Texas,  and  New  Mexico. 

Our  member  farmers  produce  approximately  16  percent  of  the 
national  milk  supply,  which  represents  approximately  $1  biUion  per  year 
in  sales. 

This  will  be  a  banquet  meeting  at  which  we  will  have  approximately 
6.000  in  attendance,  including  dairy  farmers  from  every  state  in  the  United 
States. 

Our  first  choice  for  a  place  of  meeting  is  Kansas  City.  Missouri; 
but,  if  you  deem  it  advisable,  we  suggest  as  possible  alternatives  Des  Moines. 
Iowa;  St.  Louis,  Missouri;  or  Chicago,  Hlinois.    We  have  some  latitude  as  to 
the  date  of  the  meeting,  but,  if  at  all  possible,  we  would  prefer  a  date  in 
September  or  October. 

Of  course.  I  am  sure  that  I  need  not  assure  you  that  the 
President  would  be  among  friends,   as  the  area  from  which  these  farmers 
come  are  those  in  which  he  demonstrated  his  strength  and  popularity  during 
the  recent  election. 

Harolds.  Nelson,  1011  N.W,   Military  Highway.   San  Antonio.   Texas.   (512)  DI-4-13i 
David  Parr,   6423  Forbing  Road.  Little  Rock.  Arkansas.    (501)  562-1900 
Milton  P.  Semer,   Semer,  White  &  Jacobsen.  1156  15th  Street.  N.W.,  Washington, 
D.   C.     659-2900. 
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3.6     JACK  GLEASON  LETTER,   SEPTEMBER  26,    1969 

THE  V/HITE    HOUSE      .  ■  ^^wv,;^        '^S'/jy(^ 


WASHINGTON 


September  16,    1969 


Dear  Milt: 

Are  ^here  any  people  in  the  Associated  Dairymen's  group 
v/hora  we  ought  to  give  priority  consideration  for  a  position, 
on  some  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Advisory  Boards 
or  Commissions?     We  can  play  this  pageantry  pretty  far^if  ., 
you've  got  any  suggestions  for  people  in  that  group  whom  we 
ought  to  push  for  that  kind  of  appointnaent. 

I  will  need  their  names  and  some  kind  of  biography  on  them, 
but  I  think  we  can  pretty  well  get  this  in  hand  over  at  Agri- 
culture. 

Regards. 

Sincerely, 


JacM.   Gl 


eason 


Mr.   Milton  P.  Semer 

Attorney 

1156     15th  Street,   N.  W. 

Washington,-   D.  C. 
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4.      By  memorandum  dated  June  24,  1970  I\rhitc  House  aide  Jack  Gleason 
turned  over  most  of  the  responsibilities  with  regard  co  the  milk,  producers 
to  Special  Counsel  to  the  President  Charles  Colson.   Gleason  stated  that 
Colson  would  handle  outstanding  items  including  the  possibility  of  the 
President  speaking  in  September  at  the  AMPI  annual  meeting  in  Chicago  and 
the  possibility,  of  the  President  making  an  emergency  reduction  of  import 
quotas  on  dairy  products.   Attached  to  the  memorandum  was  a  draft  letter 
prepared  by  Parr  that  could  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
recommend  that  the  President  take  immediate  action  imposing  limitations  on 
Imports  of  certain  cheeses  and  other  dairy  products. 


Page 

4.1   Memorandum  from  Jack  Gleason  to  Charles  Colson, 

June  24,  1970  with  attached  draft  letter  (received 

from  White  House) 120 
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4.1     JACK  GLEASON  MEMORANDUM,   JUNE  24.    1970^    1-2,    WITH  ATTACnMENT 

THE  vvhite:  house: 

V. '-^Hir;  ■.TO".! 

June  24,    1970 
COxNFIDENTL'VL 
MEiMORAMDUM  FOR  CtlARLES  W.  COLSON 

From:    Jack  A.   C\cs.son/p'^ 

Re:    Milk  Producers  OOl^^*^ 

Chuck, 

As  we  discussed  yesterday,    it  seems  logical  to  me  to  turn  over  to 
you  most  of  the  responsibilities  for  handling  the  Milk  Producers,   as 
they  would  normally  belong  in  your  area  anyway.     The  mechanics  on 
their  support  to  us  this  year  have  been  "straightened  out  so  that  Dave 
Parr  will  coordinate  directly  with  me  on  collection  and  distribution 
of  support. 

In  the  meantime,   there  are  a  few  outstanding  items  that  need  to  go 
into  your  pending  problem  category; 

°(A)    First,   Milk  Producers  for  sbnne  time  have  been  seeking 
to  have  the  boss  appear  at  one  of  their  national  meetings.     This  has 
been  discussed  and  has  gone  around  and  around  in  the  White  House 
for  some  time  without  result  as  yet.     However,   you  should  know  that 
they  have  now  scheduled  their  next  annual  meeting  for  early  September 
to  be  held  in  Chicago.     As  I  understand  it  from  Dave  Parr,   this  meeting 
would  include  at  least  15,000  of  their  men:ibers. 

(B)    The  next  question  is  that  of  the  possibility  of  having  the 
President  request  that  the  Tariff  Commission  take  emergency  action 
on  dairy  imports   in  a  similar  fashion  to  that  which  Johnson  did  in  . 
July  of  '67  foUov/ing  the  March  30,    1967,    request  for  a  Tariff 
Coromission  investigation.     I  am  attaching  to  this  memo  a  copy  of 
a  letter  Parr  prepared  which  spells  out  in  sonne  detail  exactly  what 
they  are  loolcing  for.     The  problem  evidently  is  that  since  we 
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-  2  - 


rccommcndod  l;ic  Tariff  Commission  begin  an  investigation  of 
dairy  itnports  again,    the  European  importers  have  begun  to  dump 
.increased  quantities  of  their  product  on  our  market.     Parr  is 
cognizant  of  the  line  of  the  President's  last  address   on  the  state  of 
the  economy  regarding  the  possible  need  for  increasing  all  imports 
to  offset  inflationary  pressures,   but  tiiat,    of  course,    in  no  way 
lessens  his   interest  in  achieving  the  above.     I    mentioned  this  to 
John  Whitakcr  yesterday,    but  he   is  not  familiar  with  the  problem 
and  1  therefore  assume  that  at  this  stage  of  the  game  neither 
Agriculture  nor  V/hitaker   is  seriously  contemplating  the  request 
for  emergency  action. 

In  any  event,   I  would  believe  it  advisable  for  you  and  I  and  Dave 
Parr  to  get  together  at  some  point  in  the  near  future  to  go  over 
'these  and  a  few  other  smaller  items. 


Over  to  you. 


00131G 


cc:    Harry  S.   Dent 
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Dear  Mr.  President: 

On  May  13,  1970,  In  accordance  with  my  advice  and  recommendations, 
you  directed  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission  to  make  an  immediate 
investigation  under  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  624)  to  determine  whether  certain  dairy  articles  (Ice  cream  choco- 
late crumb  with  a  fat  content  of  5.5  percent  or  less,  animal  feeds  containing 
milk  o  [sic]  milk  derivatives,  and  certain  cheese  containing  0.5  percent  or 
less  by  weight  of  butterfat)  are  being,  or  are  practically  certain  to  be, 
imported  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to  render  or  tend 
to  render  ineffective  or  materially  interfere  with  the  price  support  programs 
now  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  milk  and  butterfat,  or  to 
reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  products  processed  in  the  United  States 
from  domestic  milk  and  butterfat.   You  have  directed  the  Tariff  Commission 
to  report  its  findings  and  recommendations  to  you  at  the  earliest  practical 
date. 

Pursuant  to  Section  22,  I  hereby  advise  that  I  now  have  reason  to 
believe  that  certain  additional  articles  are  being  imported,  and  are  practi- 
cally certain  to  be  imported,  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities 
as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  Interfere  with, 
the  price  support  programs  now  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  milk  and  butterfat,  and  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  products 
processed  in  the  United  States  for  domestic  milk  and  butterfat. 

Specifically,  reference  is  made  to  the  following  articles: 

1)  Swiss  or  Emmenthaler  cheese  with  eye  formation;  Gruyere- 
process  cheese;  and  cheese  and  substitutes  for  cheese 
containing,  or  processed  from,  such  cheeses;  all  the  fore- 
going, if  shipped  otherwise  than  in  pursuance  to  a  purchase, 
or  if  having  a  purchase  price  of  47  cents  per  pound  or  more. 

2)  Cheese  and  substitutes  for  cheese  provided  for  in  items  117.75 
and  117.85,  part  4C,  schedule  1  (except  cheese  not  containing 
cow's  milk;  cheese,  except  cottage  cheese,  containing  no 
butterfat  or  not  over  0.5  percent  by  weight  of  butterfat,  and 
articles  within  the  scope  of  other  Inqiort  quotas  provided  for  in 
this  part) ;  all  the  foregoing. 

3)  Lactose,  a  dairy  product  manufactured  from  whey. 
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The  imports  of  these  articles  have  been  increasing  rapidly  during 
1970  and  will  apparently  continue  to  do  so  if  no  action  is  taken  to 
restrain  such  imports.   It  is,  in  my  judgment,  most  desirable  that  the 
Tariff  Commission  make  recommendations  to  you  as  to  the  effect  on  price 
support  programs  of  imports  of  quota-type  cheeses  selling  at  a  price  at  or 
over  47  cents  per  pound  and  imports  of  quota-type  "other  cheese"  under 
existing  quota  levels,  including  the  7.5  million  pound  allocation  in  this 
category  to  New  Zealand.   I  have  also  concluded  that  there  should  be  an 
investigation  of  the  effect  of  the  growing  imports  of  the  product  known 
as  lactose.  The  growth  of  imports  of  these  articles  has  become  of 
increasing  concern  to  me  since  my  previous  recommendation  to  you  and 
since  your  letter  to  the  Tariff  Commission  of  May  13,  1970. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  recommend  that  you  cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission  as  to  such 
articles  and  that  you  direct  the  Tariff  Commission  to  include  said  articles 
within  the  scope  of  the  investigation  directed  by  your  letter  of  May  13,  1970. 

Furthermore,  I  determine  and  hereby  report  to  you  that,  with  respect  to 
the  articles  which  were  the  subject  of  your  letter  to  the  Tariff  Commission 
of  May  13,  1970,  and  the  additional  articles  described  in  this  letter,  a 
condition  exists  requiring  emergency  treatment  of  all  such  articles.  I  there- 
fore recommend  that  you  take  immediate  action,  pursuant  to  Section  22  (b) , 
to  impose  limitations  on  the  quantities  of  such  articles  which  may  be  imported 
in  a  quota  year  without  awaiting  the  recommendations  of  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission  with  respect  to  such  articles. 

Sincerely, 


Secretary  of  Agriculture 
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4,1     ATTACHMENT  TO  JACK  GLEASON  MEMORANDUM 
ly-nv  Mr.  I'rcsi'Jcnt: 

Oil  r/ay  13,   1970,  in  cccoi  l-mce  wiLii  rr.y  cclvicc-  iwrl  rcicomrr.cnda'.ions, 
you  diioc'cci  I'.-.o  Unilad  fJL^.lor;  Tcuiff  Co:n!r.ir>r,ion  to  r;u:::c  cin  iir.r;icdi-.;t.o 
invcstifjation  unclor  Soclion  22  of  llic  A'jricuUurul  Aajui;li.-if::nt  Act,  a.';  ciinendsd 
(7  U.S.C.   02':)  to  :;-jrnrinin'J  wli'/Lhcr  cf.TtCiin  doiry  iirliclGS  (ice  crcc.iu,  choco- 
Icitc  ciuw:)  v.'itii  a  fc;t  content  of  .^.f)  percent  or  less.,  Qnirnal  feeds  containing 
mil):  o,   snill:  derivatives,  and  certain  cheese  containing  0.5  percent  or  less 
.by  weiglit  oi  butteir,:L)  are  being,  or  are  practically  certain  to  be,  imported 
under  suc'i  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render 
inelfcciive  or  materially  interfere  v/iih  the  price  support  programs  nov.' 
conducted  by  the  Dep-artraent  of  Agriculture  for':ailk  and  butterfat,  or  to 
reduce  subr.tantially  the  emounl  of  products  processed  in  the  United  States 
from  domestic  milk  and  butterfat.    You  have  directed  the  Tariff  Conimission 
to  report   its  findings  and  recommendations  to  you  at  tlie  earliest  practical 
date. 

Pursuant  to  Section  22,  I  hereby  advise  that  I  nov/  Iiave  reason  to 
believe  that  certain  additional  articles  arc  being  imported,  and  are  practically 
certain  to  be  imported,  under  suc!i  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  the  price 
support  programs  nov/  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  milk 
and  butterfat,  and  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  products  processed 
in  the  United  States  for  domestic  milk  and  butterfat. 

~   Specifically,  reference  is  made  to  the  foUovving  articles: 

1)  Swiss  or  Emmenthaler  clieese  with  eye  formation;  Gruyere- 
process  clieese;  and  cheese  and  s.ubstitutes  for  cheese 
containing,  or  processed  from,  such  cheeses;  all  the  fore- 
going, if  shipped  otherwise  than  in  pursuance  to  a  purchase, 

no  131''         or  if  having  a  purchase  price  of  47  cents  per  pound  or  more . 

2)  Cheese  and  substitutes  for  cheese  provided  for  in  item.s  117.75 
and  117.85,  part  -IC,  .schedule  1  (except  cheese  not  containing 
cov/'s  milk;  cheese,  except  cottage  cheese, containing  no 
butterfat  or  not  over  0.5  percent  by  v/eight  of  butterfat,  and 
articles  within  the'  Scope  of  ether  import  quotas  provided  for  in 
this  pari);  all  the  foregoing. 

3)  Lactose,  a  dair^'  product  manufactured  from  whey 
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'i'iio  jiiipoit*;  of  lii-'f.e  tirliclor.  hnvc  br^cn  ir.::rct!r,i;i':;  rapidly  duriny  ■ 
1-C70  01:;!  \.'ill  .'Kparrtiiily  ccmUmic  lo  i\o  ;;o  if  no  aclio.i  i:;  Icikcn  to 
-j^:r;iiiiMi  ::u:i:  i:.. ports.     )L  i.';,  in  i.:y  ju-'j;;  •:;!,   rr.orL  d.-r  iri-.blo  Wk'.i  th.o 
Tiii'i'I  Ccii i ;:: I i :;.'■•  ion  ir..i!:o  ii.:cor.'.riy_]id.Tl.ion.';  Ic  you  an  lu  Ih'j  cffcci;  o.i  prico 
tuj^poit  prc^jrotr.n  of  iir.porls  of  quoUi-tyjJC  cliocr.on  .oclliirrj  at  a  price  at  or 
ovor  '17  cent.:;  por  pou;^!  c;iii;r.port£  of  quOLcT-lyp'j  "oLhcr  ciiOCDC"  under 
exist if^L^ Ota  Icvrjln,  including  the  7.5  million  pou.nd  allocation  in  t'nis 
calcfjoiy  lo  Now  ZcaKind.     I  have  also  concluded  ihal  tlnorc  should  b'j  an 
invcsliqation  of  the  cifcct  of  the  growing  imports  of  tiic  product  known 
as  lacocc.    The  yrowih  of  imports  of  those  articles  has  becoina  of 
increasing  concern  to  r:-;c  since  iny  previous  rocomrr.endation  to  you  and 
since  your  letter  to  tiie  Tariff  Commission  of  May  13,  1970. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  recommend  that  you  cause  an  immediate 
inveptigation  to  be  m.ade  by  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission  as  to  such 
articles  and  that  you  direct  the  Tariff  Commission  to  include  said  articles 
within  the  scope  of  the  investigation  directed  by  your  letter  of  May  13,  1970. 

Furthermore,  I  determine  and  hereby  report  to  you  that,  v/ith  respect  to 
the  articles  Vv'hich  v/ere  the  subject  of  your  letter  to  the  Tariff  Commission 
of  May  13,  1970,  and  the  additional  articles  described  in  this  letter,  a 
condition  exists  requiring  emergency  treatment  of  all  such  articles.    I  there- 
fore recommend  that  you  take  immediate  action,  pursuant  to  Section  22  (b), 
to  Impose  limitations  on  the  quantities  of  sucli  articles  which  may  be  imported 
in  a  quota  year  without  awaiting  the  recommendations  of  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission  with  respect  to  such  articles. 

Sincerely, 

001318 


Secretary  of  Agriculture 


1 
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5.      In  the  June  24,  1970  memorandum  from  Gleason  to  Colson  referred 
to  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  Gla>ison  stated  that  AMPI  special  counsel 
Parr  would  coordinate  directly  with  Gleason  on  collection  and  distribu- 
tion of  support.   During  1970,  AMPI  and  other  dairy  organizations  pledged 
or  contributed  approximately  $135,000  to  a  special  White  House  project 
administered  by  Gleason  and  Kalmbach  which  both  distributed  contributions 
and  designated  certain  Congressional  candidates  to  receive  contributions. 
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5.1     JACK  GLEASON  MEMORANDUM,   JUNE  24,    1970,    1-2 
THE  whitl:  HOUS^- 


G3 


June  24,    1970 
CONFlDEiXTLVL 
MEMORAMDUM  FOH  CHATvLES  ^^^   COLSON 


From:    Jack  A.   Gleason^' <;^ 
Re:    Milk  Prod'-iccrs 


Chuck, 


00131 


.J 


r 


As  we  discussed  yesterday,    it  seems  logical  to  me  to  turn  over  to 
you  most  of  the  responsibilities  for  handling  the  Milk  Producers,   as 
they  would  normally  belong  in  your  area  anyway.     The  mechanics  on 
their  support  to  us  this  year  have  been'straightcned  out  so  that  Dave 
Parr  will  coordinate  directly  with  me  on  collection  and  distribution 
of  sjupport. 

In  the  meantime,   there  are  a  few  outstanding  items  that  need  to  go 
into  your  pending  problenn  category; 

'(A)    First,   Milk  Producers  for  some  time  have  "been  seeking 
to  have  the  boss  appear  at  one  of  their  national  m.eetings.     This  has 
been  discussed  and  has  gone  around  and  around  in  the  White  House 
for  some  time  without  result  as  yet.     However,    you  should  know  that 
they  have  now  scheduled  their  next  annual  meeting  for  early  Septemb 
to  be  held  in  Chicago.     As  I  understand  it  from  Dave  Parr,   this  meeting 
would  include  at  least  15,000  of  their  members. 

(B)    The  next  question  is  that  of  the  possibility  of  having  the 
President  request  that  the  Tariff  Commission  take  emergency  action 
on  dairy  imports   in  a  similar  fashion  to  that  which  Johnson  did  in  . 
July  of  '67  foUov/ing  the  March  30,    19^7,    request  for  a  Tariff 
Coramission  investigation.     1  am  attaching  to  this  memo  a  copy   of 
a  letter  Parr  prepared  which  spells  out  in  some  detail  exactly  what 
thsy  are  loo'.cing  for.     The  problem  evidently  is  that  since  we 


J 1  i  '. 
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5.1     JACK  GLEASON  MEMORANDUM,   JUNE  24,   1970,    1-2 
-  2  - 


rcconimorvdod  l)'.o  TT-riCf  Con^inlcs  ion  he^in  a;i  investigation  of 
dairy   imports  attain,    the  Ei.'.iopc2.n  importers  have  begun  to  ckimp 
increased  quanlilics  of  Ib.cir  product  on  our  marLul.     Parr   is 
cognizant  of  the  line  of  the  President's  last  address  on  the  slate  ot 
the  economy  regarding  the  possible  need  for  increasing  all  iinports 
to  offset  inflationary  pressures,   but  t'liat,    of  course,    in  no  way 
lessens  his  interest  in  achieving  the  above.     I    mentioned  this  to 
John  W'hitakcr  yesterday,   but  he  is  not  familiar  with  the  problem 
and  1  therefore  assume  that  at  this  stage  of  the  game  neitlicr 
Agriculture  nor  V/hitaker   is  seriously  contemplating  the  request 
for  emergency  action. 

In  any  event,   I  would  believe  it  advisable  for  you  and  I  and  Dave 
Parr  to  get  together  at  some  point  in  the  near  future  to  go  over 
these  and  a  few  other  smaller  items. 

Over  to  you. 


00131O 


cc:    Harry  S.   Dent 


m 
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5.2     HERBERT  KALMBACH  MEMORANDUM.  APRIL  22.    1970,   WITH  ATTACHMENT 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Conmittee  staff  , 


LAW  OFFICES 
KALMBACH,  DE  MARCO,  KNAPP  &  CHILLINGWORTH 


MEMORANDUM 


FILE:      1970  Contributions  File  Date:     April  22,  1970 

Re:       Jack  Gleason  Telecon  To:      Memorandum  to  File 

From:     Herbert  W.  Kalmbach 


This  afternoon  I  received  a  call  from  Jack  Gleason 
who  said  that  Harry  Dent  has  reported  to  him  that  he  (Dent) 
had  just  met  with  John  Ehrlichman  and  Ehrlichman  had  con- 
firmed that  all  of  these  contribution  solicitation  assign- 
ments had  been  officially  assigned  to  me  for  handling. 

I  told  Jack  that  I  would  be  back  to  him  within  a 
day  or  so  to  discuss  these  various  prospects  with  him  and 
to  work  out  the  procedures  involved. 


HWK/ss 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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5.2     HERBERT  KALMBACH  MEMORANDUM.   APRIL  22.    1970,   WITB  ATTACHMENT 

LAW  OFFICES 
KALM3ACH,  D£  MARCO,  KMAPP  &  CtnltLINGV/ORTH 

MEMORANDUM 

1970.  Ccntr'-buclons   711e  Dote:  /-pril  22,    1970  ' 

Jack   Glsason  Telecor.  To:  I-Ieriorandin  to  File 

From:  Her'osrt  W.    iCalmbach 


This  afternoon  I  rac^ived  a  call  from  Jack  C-leason 
who  said  that  Harry  Dent  has  reported  to  hint  that  he   (Dent) 
had  just  r.et  with  John  Ehrlich.-nan  and  Ehrlichmam  had  con- 
firi2.ad   thac  all  of   tnese  contribution  solicitation  assign- 
ments had  been  officially  assigned  to  me  for  handling. 

I  told  Jack  that  I  would  be  back  to  him  within  a 
day  or  so  to  discuss  these  various  prospects  with  him  and 
to  work  out  the  procedures   iiivolved. 

WiK/ss 
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,5.2     ATTACHMENT  TO  HERBERT  KALMBACH  MEMORANDUM 

iqyo  SEJL^TCRL^L  c^.:-:paign  program 

Abplanalpj  Robert  H.   (1)  25^000 

Anderson,  Robert  0.  50;, 000 

Annenberg,  Walter  H.  50^000 

Berry,  Lor en  M.   (2)  50,000, 

Bobst,  Elraer  H.  5,000    180.OOO 

Brovm,  Edgar  W.,  Jr.   (3)  50,000 

Casey,  William  J.  10,000 

Crosby,  Ja^nes  H.  15^000 

Davis,  Shelby  10,000 

Davis,  Walter  25,000    110,000 

de  Roijlet,  Vincent  C^)  30:,0Q0 
Dudley,  Guilford,  Jr.   (5)  5^000 

Fisher,  Max  K.  50,000 

Ford,'  Henry  II  50,000 

Franzheim,  Kenneth  15,000    170,000 

Frlck,  Helen  Clay  22,500. 
Gerritty,  Ned  (6)                     .  50,000 
Getty,  J.  Paul  (7)                  -    42,000 

Gordon,  Albert  H.  25,000 

Gould,  Kingdon,  Jr.  \  25,000    164,500 


10,000 


Greenv/all,   Franlc  K.  ^-^^^^^ 

Hill,   Robert  C.      (8)  5^000 

Hirschj    Clement  L.      (9)  25,000 

Hoffman,   VJayne  M.  5,000        ; 

Humes,   John  P.  25,000            70,000 

Irwin,   John  N.,   II  15^000 

Keith,   Willard  W.  15:,  000 

Kendall,   Donald  M.  5^000 

King,   John  M.      (10)  250,000 

LasdSn,    William  S.  'PtOOO         290,000 

Lev/is,   Lav;rence,   Jr.  25,000 

Liedtke,   William  C,  Jr.                                         ,     25,000 

Luclunan,    Charles  .  25,000 

■McCulloch,   Robert  '      -0- 

McGav;,   Foster  G.  25.000          100,000 

McICni£ht,   VJillicm  L.  '    25^000 

Middendorf,    J.   Vfilliajii,    II  23,000 

Mills,    Jack      (11)  25.000 

Mitchell,    Charles  50,000 

Moore,    John  D.    J.  10.0^0          133,000 

(132) 


'5.2     ATTACHMENT  TO  HERBERT  KALMBACH  MEMORANDUM 


-2- 


Morrisorij  Thomas  J. 
Ifielsenj  Arthur  C. 
Olin,  John  M. 
Pappas ,  Thomas  A. 
[Parr  J  David 

Payson,  Mrs.  Charles 
Perot,  K.  Ross  (12) 
Pev;,  J.  Hov;ard 
Pickett,  Roscoe 
Pis  tell,  RiCxhard  (13) 

Rockuell,  Willard  F. 
Rollins,  John  v;.,  Sr.   (l4) 
Rush,  Kenneth 
Russell,  Fred  J.   (15) 
Salvatori,  Eenry 

Seaver,  Mrs,  Blanche 
Scaife,  Richard 
Shaheen,  John  M. 
Smith,  Gerard 
Smith,  Kent  H, 


Stone,  W.  Clement 
Sv/ira,  Dudley 
Symington,  J.  Fife,  Jr, 
Talenti,  Pier 
Wallace,  DeWitt 

V7atson,  Arthur  K. 
Weyerhaeuser,  F.  K. 
Wilde,  Claude 
Wilson,  David  K.   (17) 
V^yly,  Sara 


(16) 


-0- 

25,000 
25,000 

50,000 

110,000 
25,000 

250,000 
50,000 

10,000 
25,000 

50,000 
250,000 

2,000 

50,000 

50,000 

.    1,000 

100,000 

-0- 

15,000 
40,000 

250,000 
25,000 
50,000 

20,000 

34,000 
50,000 

10,000 

25,000 

-0- 
-0- 


210,000 


360,000 


402,000 


156,000 


379.000 


85,000 


Total  arr.cunt  pledged  as   of  11/3/70 

Original  fioal  eunount 

Percentage  of  goal  ar-ount  pledged 


$2,809,000 

$2,050,000 

137.04fi$ 
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15.2     ATTACHMENT  TO  HERBERT  KALMBACR  MEMORAmUM 


Indistinct  doc»iment  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


Footnotes 


1.  Called  after  earlier  pledge  to  say  that  he  had 
other  campaign  comnitments  that  we  were  aware  of  and  asked  to 
be  released  from  this  program. 

2.  Misunderstanding  here  Inasmuch  as  the  followup 
on  Berry  was  conducted  on  the  basis  of  a  $20,000  commitment 
when  in  fact  he  and  I  had  agreed  at  the  time  of  my  solicita- 
tion that  he  would  pledge  $50,000  to  the  program. 

3.  While  pledge  was  for  $50,000,  only  $25,000  was 
realized. 

4.  Total  amount  received  outside  of  program;  he 
has  also  pledged  an  additional  $50,000  in  1972. 

5.  Pledge  amount  "on  the  way". 

6.  While  pledge  amount  is  yet  to  be  received,  I  am 
reasonably  certain  that  such  will  be  forthcoming. 

7.  Total  amount  received  and  routed  to  Delaware 
committees. 

8.  $2550  realized  outside  of  program;  balance  not 
realized. 

9.  Hirsch  also  pledged  an  additional  $25,000  in 
1972. 

10.  Pledged  amount  will  not  be  forthcoming  due  to 
King's  personal  financial  difficulties. 

11.  Pledge  from  tobacco  group  not  yet  realized. 

12.  Pledge  amount  will  not  be  realized  for  reasons 
already  expressed. 

13.  Pledged  amount  will  not  be  forthcoming  due  to 
Pistell's  personal  financial  difficulties. 

14.  While  pledge  amount  not  received  directly  into 
this  program,  am  advised  by  Rollins  (confirmed  by  Harry  Dent) 
that  his  total  contributions  to  various  campaigns  this  year 
will  exceed  $500,000. 

15.  Total  amount  received  outside  of  program. 

16.  Symington  also  pledged  an  additional  $50,000 
in  1972. 

17.  Wilson  asked  to  be  excused  from  participating 
in  this  program  because  of  his  involvement  in  Tennessee  as 
Bill  Brock's  finance  chairman. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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5.2     ATTACHMENT  TO  HERBERT  KALMBACE  MEMORANDUM 
Footnotes 


1.  Called  after  earlier  pledge  to  say  that  he  had 
other  ca.-npaign  cor4rJ.tr:ents  that  '.;e  v;ere  av;are  of  and  asked  to 
be  released  fron  this  progran. 

2.  Misunderstanding  here  inasmuch  as  the  follovnjp 
on  Berry  v/as  conducted  on  the  basis  of  a  $20, COO  ccnunitsient* 
v/hen  in  fact  he  and  I  had  agreed  at  the  tixr.e  of  ay  solicita- 
tion that  he  would  pledge  $50 j 000  to  the  program. 

3.  Fnile  pledge  v;as  for  $50,000,  only  $25,000  was 
realized. 

4.  Total  anount  received  outside  of  progracij  he 
has  also  pledged  an  additional  $50,000  in  1972." 

5«  Pledge  ajiount  "on  the  v;ay". 

6.  l/hile  pledge  arcount  is  yet  to  be  received,  I  an 
reasonably  certain  that  such  \;ill  be  forthccsiing, 

7.  Total  amount  received  and  routed  to  Delaware 
comnittees. 

8.  $2550  realized  outside  of  prograia;  balance  not 
realized. 

9.  Hirsch  also  pledged  an  additional  $25,000  in 
1972. 

10.  Pledged  amount  will  not  be  forthcciaing  due  to 
King's  personal  financial  difficulties. 

11.  Fledge  from  tobacco  group  not  yet  realized. 

12.  Pledge  sonount  will  not  be  realized  for  reasons 
already  e:cpresced. 

13.  Pledged  amount  vill  not  be  forthcoming  due  to' 
Pistell's  personal  financial  difficulties. 

1^.  ■'.'/hile  pledge  amount  not  received  directly  into 
this  program,  a:;;  adviGSd  by  PiCllins  (confirmed  by  h'ari-y  Bent) 
that  his  total  contributions  tc  various  car;.paigns  this  year 
will  ct'ceed  v;;,CO,OGO, 

15.  Total  a:.-.ount  received  ovtsice  of  prcgram. 

16.  S^-^iin^tcn  also  •■l-sd;-od  -vn  acditicr^Al  £50,C?J 
in  1972.       -    -  - 

17.  -..'ilsor.  ;".£l-;£d  to  t-5  e:ccused  :'ro.-  rar tic ipp-ti Tur- 
in th'.i  prc^"i"',.-.;  '"Ccr,'.:;,;  of  hie  l.iVolve:.'.ent  in  V3:i;"ies£ee  as 
Bill  Hi'ock'c  ;^ine,nc2  chaiiTian. 
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S.3     HEEBEET  KALMBACH  NOTES 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

,ele.  No.  Name 


1.  [56S]   W.  Clement  Stone 


Amount 
^—  5.3  Herbert  Kalmbach  notes 
250^250 


2.  [28K]   John  King 


250^250 


3.    [49R]      John  Rollins 


250  t250 


4.  [65S]   Sam  Wyly  and  Charles  Wyly 

[5-11-70]   [Said  10  but  wlthdrev;] 


5.  [66P]   H.  R.  Perot 
[5-11-70] 


6.  [3A]   Walter  Annenberg 


*W-   0 

250^*250 

[1000] 

loot  50 


(412)471-8860  7.  [523]   Richard  Scaife 

[Reconfirmed  Commitment  on  /-io-/UJ 


loot  100 


8.  [43P]  David  Parr 

[Milk  Producers— in  for  100  1+3  M  In  1972 
Ex  prod] 


looT  110 


9.  [30L]   William  Liedtke 

[JAG  says  mention  Milton  Mandel-broker  m  mfCJ 


100^  On  7-8 


10.  [16F]   Henry  Ford 


11.  [IID]   Vincent  de  Roulet 
[5-8-70] 


250   1U»— 


[260] 
50 t  50  +  50  in  '72 


(213)  RI9-2536  12.[53S]   Mrs.  Blanche  Seaver 

[5.] 
or  (C;5^151 

13.(51S]   Henry  Salvatori 
\r      15  or  C:.5-15]         [6-9-70   at  Los  Angels  Club] 


50 


50  t   50 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


NOTE-      IN  AN  INTEFVIEW  WITH  THE  HOUSE  JVDICIARi  COMMITTEE  IMPEACHMENT  INmFY  STAFF 
■      ON  MAJ   7.    1974,    HERBERT  KALMBACH  IDENTIFIED  THESE  DOCUMENTS  AS  «fSJVOm 
SHoViNG  PLEDGES  TO  THE   "TOWN  HOUSE  PROJECT."     THE  FIGURE  TO  THE  LEFT  OF  THE 
ARROW  INDICATES  THE  AMOUNT  SOUGHT.   AN  UPWARD  ARROW  INDICATES  THAT  A  PLEDGE 
WAS  MADE,   AND  THE  FIGURE  TO  THE  RIGHT  OF  THE  ARROW  INDICATES  THE  AMOUNT 
PLEDGED. 
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6.2     HERBERT  KALMBACH  NOTES 
( 


vt'l ;•  i'.4f.    ClemVnt  Stone\V/ 2qOTA$b 

>  2  .:'/VJc!:n    Ki:'^                   V                                                           "  2'^Ct;:<i2) 

V  3 -TyZ-Jo'in  Rollins  2 "^/j^ ,;>, ^?< 

.    4!.VIS3^T   t;yl.v.^iar,d    Charles    '.vyly        JT/i-Vc    -     :    -  ■■g'/j-'-      ,~ 

,  6 ;-"- /  V/altcr'v^rtnenberg       10O>-  .-<a 

7  •■?'; '  Richard  ^Scg.ife/    .-..■■..  ^.-  v.-.     ■■    '     .     -  ,  \Qi)k-y^o 

8^->Davld    P^r>,.'-  -■      ..     .•■    -         /■•■■■-    ''--J-    .    IQO^p//,:) 

9 ■;c :  Willian^,-tl;iedtke  -  -  100-^       ..    --  ^ 

10.-<r^,-Jieiiry  Fti/d  -  100   ___- . 

.2*.  ."^^O Vincent  X-g   Roulet -^S'S-7o "SO^^  'f-^~aiJ7. 

-<i:    J2.^:s'J[rs.    :^l_agche  Seaver      ~  |  __•;■.,  50 

£  /3'3>8.-^>.~Henry  Skj,vatori  -   7  :••  •'   •-         ■'    V- '^ofso  ' 

V;.^rtrred   Russell  ■/- ^f.?.-  S0T-3-Z? 


V 


1 6 .•S">\A r th ur  V/  Vf a t s on     ■ .'^O-^.^o 

17!<3'/r'Kenneth'^r3nzheiP.?!.>u^  t'^^./.-m        ^^       ^  '   ■■  '...;■/  .-  -  50 

5^ ysygj.    HoWgM  Pew./' -         -  -    -^--V  "^.—•.SO  "^.5^ 

3!^rV^Max  Fish^.''-,.    ■.■-.     -       ~  '.  T~~  "'"'^  50 


■a;??-'-  Kent   H.  ^Ith  ,7/ .         .   .  ,   -  •  50     - 

V  i-.  ....--,.. /■-.■...  '  -.^^ 

'/ V  •■  i'' '  ■':■    /21  A  Robert  ^>LJ  Abplanalo   i-j     ■    -    ';  ,.  -  -     /'.         -   ,  ■  v. . ,    .^^        25  T^;'<-' 

"  '-vov-i   6J',J "~"' 22  /-■•-  Walter  Da-is  ^    ■  -     .  .--..        ,  .     ^5-^3S^ 

2 n) 'i '--^ t  /o  23 .      Howard vKgwman     '•-     •   ,   ■•  ■    -■  ■  _      -,   25  ^ 

Pi;?^-  KinrvrJoAjSould       V -     '— ".      2<=>^  ±<" 

25.-  -  James    Crosby  ^      V-/7-7^-    —   a,-..-^^^.^  "  2 5 f  J^-^  ^  cT'" 

■J-  .■.•■•     -,,■    26.C'-  TincinaPs  Jv  Kcrrison  \  V  /o  !■  s/'^i^y^'j}  o^j , /-'/■>  3'/  .25  _/ 

27; -.-John   Pv^auraes   '     "      V       ^  "  25'f>J^ 

28 .- . ■  Guilfords-Dudley  \;       !!  25         ~ 

29;: -'J.    VfilliV.  .Middei-.norf\    , --     25?' 23 

30 .7 ■: H  Robert   iMlX    -  V  Pb'P^" 

\  -  J    .  ''--i  .-ij."/'- J .  - 

31.V-Mrs.    Helfor  Clay  Frick   t;     -  .    -;■....      ..     ■_  _    .^•-i^:,25.      ^   '-•'-■"" 

2':i)Z7i-,'','"'T,  c:32;---Vfillard   Kk/Keith ,-       '    '     ■     '25** 


■  -        --^33 .; Richard    PljBtell  ■-...—    '  ■     --■.■>■    \/;.T'....  25T'-J?' 

6'  a'/j"^.:;-  Robert  a.\.'\nderson  .' .  /  ■  -  ■  ■        --■..■-■■  g^y^J^^rt 

^ •■' ■: ■Willard   P-^  Rcckv:ell .    Jr.  ■    -     ---:    •---  2'^/^.Ja 

^6.:    "Dudley  S\J.m    ..  ,    •       ;  ,  ■  25^- 

3^.'  ;   Ed-ar  '.;..'V-Jrov;n,    Jr. ■__^ '""  ■  .2?^30        ■      ■ 

38 .    -Thoras   Fr>-'".;s.  2?\3gi 

33.-  r,02-c-n   Bj.rj-j-V;      v,  50r-5o 

^0.     Ti-rr^ent   ';.'_i-sch    v'  oV^-^.-  g^^^j-'^;??' -.^Vi 


:.:ay  12,   1970 
Fr:.-e   1   of  2 


NOTE:     in  AN  INTERVIEW  WITH  THE  HOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  IMPEACHMENT  INQUIRY  STAFF 
ON  MAY  7.    1974,   HERBERT  KALMBACH  IDENTIFIED  THESE  DOCUMENTS  AS  HIS  NOTES 
SHOWING  PLEDGES  TO  THE  "TOWN  HOUSE  PROJECT. "     THE  FIGURE  TO  THE  LEFT  OF  THE 
ARROW  INDICATES  THE  AMOUNT  SOUGHT,   AN  UPWARD  ARROW  INDICATES  THAT  A  PLEDGE 
WAS  MADE.   AND  THE  FIGURE  TO  THE  RIGHT  OF  THE  ARROW  INDICATES  THE  AMOUNT 
PLEDGED. 
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<5.4     HERBERT  KALMBACH  LETTER,   NOVEMBER  6,    1970 

LAW  Of  ?IC£5 

KALMBACH,  DeNL'\RCO,  KNAPP  &  CHILUNGWORTH 

SUITE  SwO  ■  NSWPOaT  F;Ma-;C)AL  ?-.:7A  ,  550M£/.?ORT<:£NT=f»Cfl!Vc       .  uos  «~olt£i  &"-:s 

..^a-ra-    ""o"'^"*  NP.VPOar  3cACH   CA'--?OSMA  52eoO  Bu  »Z5r  sutm  srp;--  .    S'Jiti  ,,3- 


TCLEJ*  *O.NEfZ<3J  OJft-2l3: 


or  c-auHitt 

©••^^f   C.  ""POST 

WiLClAM  A.rlWiR 
LA^=*Y  O.ThSALL 

C«iC  w.MAarcNS 

D/.VIO   oaTTC»30M  smith  .  » 

November  6,  1970^ 
"  Personal  and  Confidential 

Mr.  H.  R.  Haldeman 
Assistant  to  the  President 
The  VJhite  House 
"■■_^-     Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Bob: 

Attached  is  a  listing  ci"  everyone  contacted  on  ny 
recent  assignment  v;ith  the  results  indicated.   Tlie  footnotes 
are  used  to  help  explain  the  circu-nstances  in  those  instances 
where  Jack  Gleason  did  not  actually  receive  and/or  route  the 
anount^  earlier  pledged. 

Directly  or  indirectly  and  with  very  fev/  exceptions,  • 
those  who  pledged  their  participation  in  the  prograa  for  the 
amounts  indicated  honored  their  pledges.  As  you  know  and  as 
indicated  in  the  footnotes,  certain  contributions  were  received 
in  a  different  manner. 

Please  let  me  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  if 
there  is  any  way  in  v/hich  I  can  be  of  further  assistance. 


Best  regards, 
Herbert  Vr.  Kalabach 


PfrtK^Tirp 
Attachrr.ent 
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5.5  JACK  GLEASON  LETTER,   JULY  20,    IS 70,   WITH  ATTACHMENT 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


RECEIVED 

July  22  1970 
Kalmbach,  DeMarco, 
Knapp  &  Chllllngworth 

Law  Offices 


July  20,  1970 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Mrs .  Joan  Payson 
Shelter  Rock  Road 
Manhasset,  New  York 


11030 


Dear  Mrs.  Payson: 

This  is  to  confirm  my  instructions  following 
Mr.  Herbert  W.  Kalmbach's  recent  visit  with  you 
that  I  am  to  contact  you  regarding  certain 
political  campaign  contributions  for  1970. 
Pursuant  to  your  discussion  with  Mr.  Kalmbach, 
I  would  now  like  to  propose  that  you  forward  to 
my  office  checks  in  the  amounts  indicated  on  the 
attached  schedule.   I  understand  that  by  so  doing 
you  will  have  fully  completed  your  commitment  made 
with  Mr.  Kalmbach. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  above 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 


Jack  A.  Gleason 


Jack  gleason 

cc:  Mr.  Herbert  W.  Kalmbach 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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AMOUNT 

STATE 

OF  CHECK 

Tennessee 

$2,500 
2,500 

Utah 

$2,500 
2,500 

Wyoming 

$2,500 
2,500 

New  Mexico 

$2,500 
2,500 

Alaska 

$2,500 
2,500 

5.5  ATTACHMENT  TO  JACK  GLEASON  LETTER 


COMMITTEE  TO  WHICH  CHECK 
SHOULD  BE  PAYABLE 


Brock  for  Senate  Committee 
Brock  Campaign  Committee 

Burton  for  Senate  Committee 
Burton  Campaign  Committee 

Wold  for  Senate  Committee 
Wold  Campaign  Committee 

Carter  for  Senate  Committee 
Carter  Campaign  Committee 

Stevens  for  Senate  Committee 
Stevens  Campaign  Committee 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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5.  5     JACK  GLEASON  LETTER,   JULY  20,    1970,    WITH  ATTACHMENT 


n 


SCSI  VED 


Juiv    20,    1070 


•irs.  Joan  Payaon 
Sneltor  "'.r>c)'   Koad 
.'^n:ia3  3et,  ';ev  "orK   110  30 

Dear  irs .  Payson; 

This  is  to  oonfim  ny  instructions  follovir.j 
;ir.  Uerbart  W.  Kalnbach'a  recent  visit  wich  you 
that  1  aiTi  to  contact  you  regarding  csrtain 
political  ca-'noai/n  contributions  for  1373. 
Pursuant  to  your  discussion  with  "r.  KaLnbach, 
I  v;ould  no:-/  like  to  propose  that  you  for-.vard  to 
my  officii  checks  in  the  amounts  indicated  on  the 
attacned  schedula-   I  unuar stand  that  by  3o  doing 
you  will  have  fully  coi.ipiated  your  cora;>itrr>ent  xada 

'.•;ith  Ir.  .';aLTxacn. 

« 

If  yoa  havf=!  any  "[-lestion.-?  concerning  tha  aoove 

)i-::a3  3  lo  Aot  na3itat2  to  contact  n;e. 


Sincaraly, 


Jac'-c  '..  'ji^ason 


KICK  cjir^ioon 


Kai-  ^-i>: 
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5.  S     ATTACHMENT  TO  JACK  GLEASON  LETTER 


STATE       • 

;^  ;OuyT 

0?   C-!ECK 

•r^nnaaseo 

$2,500 

2,500 

;iah 

52,iC0 
2,500 

t.'voajlng 

S2,500 
2,300 

.-lew  Mexico 

$2,500     . 
2,500 

Alaska 

$2,500 
2,500 

COM.ilTTSE   TO  VJniCIi   CIISCX 


3rock   for  Senate  Coiamittea 
:3rock  Caraoaiin  Conmittee 


Surton   for  Senate  Cotrsnitta* 
Surton  Car.oaign  Ccaaiittee 

Wold   for  Senate  Concnlttee 
/7old  Ca:aoaign  Coasmittae 

Carter   for  Senate  Cosanittea 
Carter  Ca.T>paign  Connaittea 

Stevens   for  Senate  Conmittaa 
Stevens  Ca:npaign  Concaittea 
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5.6     PATRICK  HILLINGS  LETTER,   DECEMBER  16,    1970,    1-2     ' 


ArJio.'*  *;awy<*.  *-.^i^^t so^* 


LAV/  Or  f  ICC r. 
i.uir^  soo 

I70I    PEN.NSYLVANIA   AViCMij^,    N.  W. 

WA5H;.NGT0N.    O.  C.    2  0  00S 

Ca  ■■»i_z"h  iZ  £1  VL«  w" 


December  15,  1970 


The  Honorable  Richard  Nixon 
The  V7hite  House 
Washington,  D.  C. 


Re:   §22  Tariff  CorfJuission  (Milk)  Reconraendations 
Presidential  Proclaniation 


Dear  Mr.  President: 

This  letter  discusses  a  matter  of  some  del-icacy 
and  of  significant  political  impact. 

Since  January  1  my  .Washington  partner  Marion 
Harrison  (one  of  your  19  68  Virginia  Co-Chairmen)  and  I  have 
represented  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  ("AI-lPI").   At 
the  White  House  in  September  you  privately  met  AJ'IPI '  s  tv/o 
key  leaders,  Harold  Nelson  and  Dave  Parr.   You  spoke  by  tele- 
phone from  the  beach  at  San  Clemente  to  Secretary  Hardin  and 
to  Harold  Nelson  during  AT-IPI '  s  annual  convention  in  Chicago 
Labor  Day  weekend.   You  told  Harold  of  your  intent  person- 
ally to  address  AI-IPI's  next  annual  convention  (a  gathering 
of  almost  30,000  dairy  farmers  and  their  families) . 


AMPI  has  followed  our  advice  explicitly  and  will 
do  so  in  the  future.   AilPI  contributed  about  $135,000.00  to 
Republican  candidates  in  the  1970  election.   We  are  now  work- 
ing with  Tom  Evans  and  Herb  Kalmbach  in  setting  up  appropri— 
late  channels  for  AJMPI  to  contribute  $2  million  for  your  re- 
lelection.   AMPI  also  is  funding  a  special  project. 

On  September  21  the  Tariff  Commission  recomm.ended 
to  you,  after  it  did  a  study  you  requested  in  May,  four  spe- 
cific quotas  for  four  specific  dairy  products.   These  recom- 
mendations are  well  documented  and  by  nov/  are  well  known  in 
the  dairy  and  related  industries.   No  Presidential  Proclama- 
tion has  been  issued. 

The  problem  is  this.   Thj;  dairy  industry  cannot 
understand  -/hy  these  recoirjnsndations  w^re  not  impleinentad 
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very  quickly.   The  longest  the  Democrats  over  cook  to  im- 
plement a  Tariff  Coiruaissioa  dairy  reco:rn-:r.dation  v/as  16 
days.   On  one  occasion.  President  Johnson  even  imposed 
quotas  before  he  received  the  Tariff  Cotr.-nission '  s  recom- 
ir..andation3  1 

The  overall  parity  ratio  is  at  its  lowest  since 
December  1933.   Farniers  generally  are  unhappy  with  the 
economy.   You  know  our  farmbelt  losses  in  the  election. 

The  Government  saves  money  (by  saving  price  sup- 
port payments)  and  the  farmer  makes  money  when  the  recom- 
mended quotas  are  imposed.   The  products  are  all • "evasion" 
products  -  that  is,  products  which  historically  were  not 
imported  but  which,  started  to  be  imported  only  after  quotas 
were  imposed  on  other  products. 

The  dairy  and  related  industries  have  great  faith, 
in  your  personal  leadership.   At  the  same  time,  they  are 
shaken  by  the  economy.   The  right  kind  of  Proclamation  is- 
sued quickly  would  dramatize  your  personal  interest  in  a 
large  segment  of  agriculture. 

This  problem  is  bogged  down  within  the  V7hita 
Housel   It  is  a  victim  of  the  bureaucracy  -  the  Trade  Bill 
people,  the  National  Security  Council  people,  the  domestic 
people.   It  has  been  studied  and  restudied.   It  is  not 
moving. 

V7e  .write  you  both  as  advocates  and  as  supporters. 
The  time  is  ripe  politically  and  economically  to  impose  the 
recommended  quotas.   Secretary  Hardin,  the  Tariff  Commission 
and  the  dairy  industry  all  support  this.   All  that  is  neces- 
sary is  a  simple  Proclam.ation  -  implementing  the  four  specific 
Tariff  Commission  recommendations. 

(We  attach  a  more  detailed  Memorandum.   The  sub- 
ject is  quite  interesting  if  you  have  time  for  it.) 


ZK  J.  HILLINGS 
PJH:ek 

Enclosure 
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S.7     JACK  GLEASON  MEMORANDUM,    JUNE  18,    1970 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
Washington 

June  18,  1970 

CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  HARRY  S.  DENT 

From:   Jack  A.  Gleason 

Re:  Operating  Expenses,  Special  Project,  July  through  November. 


Harry, 

Attached  are  summary  figures  indicating  the  difficulties  in  getting 
office  space  for  our  project.   The  essential  problems  are: 

(A)  No  one  will  agree  to  short-term  leases  without  charging 
substantial  premiums  over  and  above  the  figures  indicated  below. 

(B)  Unfurnished  office  space  at  an  attractive  price  (De  Salle 
Building)  also  happens  to  be  very  shabby  in  appearance  and  wide 

open  to  security  problems. 

(C)  Private  office  space  through  "friends,"  either  corporate 
or  personal,  presents  additional  security  problems  and  opens  the 
possibility  for  potential  embarrassment.   (Gadsby  -  Hannah  space 

is  no  longer  available  as  they  are  taking  on  an  additional  member  in 
the  firm.)  The  Senate  Campaign  Committee  is  no  longer  housed  at 
the  Washington-Hilton,  Lee  lives  there  which  may  have  confused  you, 
and  even  if  he  could  get  us  lower  cost  than  they  have  quoted  to  me, 
it  still  would  be  far  more  expensive  —  after  office  supply  costs  are 
added  —  than  the  Courtesy  Associates  proposal. 

I  strongly  urge  that  we  accept  the  Courtesy  Associates  proposal  as  it 
is  not  only  the  lowest  cost,  but  is  also  the  most  efficient  for  us  in 
terms  of  controlling  administrative  management  problems.   In  addition, 
it  is  without  a  doubt  the  most  secure  operation  that  I  have  seen.   In 
any  event,  the  whole  operational  budget  will  run  out  a  cost  figure  of 
less  than  one  half  of  one  percent  of  anticipated  gross  income  which  is 
pretty  good.   Your  quick  approval  is  desired  as  Courtesy  Associates 
needs  about  one  week  to  install  phones  and  prepare  the  office. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June  18,    1970 
CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM  FOR  HARRY  S,   DENT 

From:    Jack  A.   Gleason 

Re:    Operating  Expenses,   Special  Project,   July  through  November. 


Harry, 

Attached  are  summary  figures  indicating  the  difficulties  in  getting 
office  space  for  our  project.     The  essential  probleins  are: 

(A)  No  one  will  agree  to  short-term  leases  without  charging 
substantial  premiums  over  and  above  the  figures  indicated  below. 

(B)  Unfurnished  office  space  at  an  attractive  price  (De  Salle 
Building)  also  happens  to  be  very  shabby  in  appearance  and  wide 

open  to  security  problcins. 

m 

(C)  Private  office  space  through  "friends,  "  either  corporate 
or  personal,   presents  additional  security  problems  and  opens  the 
possibility  for  potential  embarrassment.     (Gadsby  -  Hannah  space 
is  no  longer  available  as  they  are  taking  on  an  additional  inember  in 
the  firm.)    The  Senate  Cc.mpaign  Conimittee  is  no  longer  housed  at 
the  Washington-Hilton,    Lee  lives  there  which  may  have  confused  you, 
and  even  if  he  could  get  us  lower  cost  than  they  have  quoted  to  me, 

it  still  would  bo  far  more  expensive  --  after  office  supply  costs  arc 
added  --  than  the  CourLe.sy  Associates  proposal. 

I  strongly  urge  that  we  accept  the  Courtesy  Associates  proposal  as  it 
is  not  only  the   lowest  cost,    but  is  also  the  most  efficient  for  us   in 
terms  of  contruHlng  adminii!  rativc  m-inagemont  problems,     hi  ac'dition, 
it   is  v.-ithout  a  doubt  tlic  most    secure  operation  tl\at  I  liave  seen.     In 
any  event,    the  whole  operatlonr-l   budget  will  run  out  a  cost  figure  of 
less  than  one  half  of  one  pvrcoiit  of  anticipated  gross    incomt--  wliicli  is     ■ 
pretty  good.      Yi>ur  quick  rjj;^:uval   is  desired  as  Courtesy  Associates 
needs  about  one  week  to  install  phones  and  prepare  the  office. 
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5.7     JACK  GLEASON  MEMORANDUM ,   JUNE  16,    1970 


I. 


A.     Comparative  Costs  --  Furnished  Space  • 

(1)  Washington-Hilton  Hotel  --Two  rooms,  minimum 
$1,000  -  $1,200  per  month;  still  requires  office  equipment  and 
supplies,  and  parking.  ... 

(2)  Watergate  Hotel  --  Two  rooms,   minunum  $35  per  day, 
roughly  $1,  100  per  month;  would  require  same  additional  office 
equipment  as  inifl  above. 

(3)  Sheraton-Carlton  Hotel  --  Two  rooms,  $55  -  $75  per 
day,  $1,500  -  $2,000  per  month;  would  require  additional  office 
equipment  as  in#l  above. 


Unfurnished  Space 

(1)  Madison  Hotel  -- $350  per  month,     (minimum  one     ■ 
year  lease. ) 

(2)  De  Salle  Building  --  $200  per  month,     (one  year  lease, 
pot  ready  for  occupancy  before  September. )        ;-      ..?,->■ 

(3)  1707  L  Street,   N.  W.   --  Minimum  space  available  Is   , 
600  square. feet  at  $6.  00  per  Square  foot;  $360  per  month.        .  .       ' 
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B.   Costs  for  Furnishing  Office 

(1)  Xerox  (smallest  unit)  $60.00  per  month  plus  supplies 
and  excess  copy  charges. 

(2)  Electric  typewriter  —  $25.00  per  month.  Dictating 
equipment  —  $35.00  per  month.   (quotes  supplied  by  Metropolitan 
Office  Machines.) 

(3)  Furniture  for  two  offices  —  minimum  of  $100  -  $125 
per  month.   (quotes  supplies  by  Budget  Furniture,  Inc.  and  Lease- 
a-Desk,  Inc.) 

(4)  Office  maintenance  —  approximately  $50  per  month. 

(5)  Telephone  installation  —  $22.00  (one  time  charge). 

(6)  Parking  space  (2)  —  approximately  $75  -  $100  per  month. 

(7)  Utilities  (other  than  telephone)  —  approximately 
$25  per  month. 

Indicated  furnishing  costs;  Low  —  $390;  High  —  $440 


II. 


Recommended  Procedure 

Lease  private  office  and  secretarial  space  through  Courtesy  Associates. 
Space  available  July  1st  through  November.   Total  cost  of  $625  per 
month  includes  following:   secretarial  supplies,  electric  typewriter, 
dictating  equipment,  use  of  Xerox  machine,  all  furniture,  office 
maintenance,  parking,  back-up  telephone  answering  service,  good 
security  measures,  conference  room,  all  basic  office  supplies. 
Location  at  either  1730  Rhode  Island  Avenue  or  1629  K  Street. 


Indistinct  document  ret3nJed  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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B,     Costs  for  Furnishing  Office 

(1)  Xerox  (smallest  unit)    $60.00  per  month  plus  supplies 
and  excess  copy  charges. 

(2)  Electric  typewriter  --  $25.  GO  per  month.     Dictating 
equipment  --  $35.00  per  month,     (quotes  supplied  by  Metropolitan 
Office  Machines.)  •    • 

(3)  Furniture  for  two  offices  --  minimum,  of  $100  -  $125 
per  month,     (quotes  supplies  by  Budget  Furniture,   Inc.  and  Lease- 
a-Dcskj,  Inc.  ) 

(4)  Office  maintenance   --  approximately  $50  per  month. 

(5)  Telephone  installation  --  $22.00  (one  time  charge). 

(6)  Parking  space  (2)  — approximately  $75  -  $100  per  month. 

(7)  Utilities  (other  than  telephone)  -- approximately 
$25  per  month. 

Indicated  furnishing  costs:    Low  --  $390;  High  --  $440 


Recommended  Procedure 

Lease  private  office  and  secretarial  space  through  Courtesy  Associates. 
Space  available  July   1st  through  November.     Total  cost  of  $625  per 
month  includes  following:     secretarial  supplies,   electric  typewriter, 
dictating  cquipnicp.t,    u.-?e  of  Xerox  macliine,   all  furniture,    office 
maintenance,    parking,  bach-up  telephone  ansv.-cring  service,    good 
security  measures,    confcicnce  room,   all  basic  office  supplies. 
Location  at  cither   1730  Rhode  Island  Avenue  or   1629  K  Street. 
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Estimated  Budget  --  Special  Project 

(1)  Per  Month          (5  months)  Total 
Rent  --$625  $3,125 
Secretary  --$850  4,250 
Postage  and  Telephone  --  $75  (estimate)                             450 

TOTAL,  Operational  Expenses  $7,825 

(2)  One-time  Charges 

Moving  from  E.  O.  B.  to  Office 
Security  checks  of  Office 
Any  travel  or  entertainment 

(3)  JAG  salary  (present  rate)  $2,  161  per  nmonth,  already  covered. 


All  above  indicated  expenses  (Items  #1  and  #3)  would  suggest 
running  costs  of  less  than  one  half  of  one  percent  of  anticipated 
gross  incoine. 


cc:    Herbert  V/.    Kalmba 


\ 
ch  l^^ 
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6.      Before  September  9,  1970  AMPI  representatives  stated  to 
Colson  that  AMPI  would  arrange  for  $2  million  to  be  contributed  to  the 
President's  1972  re-election  campaign. 
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6.1     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM 


^  Re:    0?£}^  fca/2. 


^' 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASH INGTQN 


Kit  UJ^THMa^fl^J>pA' 


CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM  FOR: 

SXJBJECT: 


001292 


THE  PRESIDENT 

Meeting  with  officers  of  the  Associated 
Milk  Producers,  Incorporated 
September  9,  1970 
12:25  p.m.    (10  minutes) 
Oval  Office 


I. 

n. 


PURPOSE:      Photo  opportunity. 


A. 


ni. 


« 
^ 


Background:       This  open  hour  meeting  was  scheduled 
so  that  a  photograph  could  be  taken  for  publicity 
purposes.     The  Milk  Producers  had  very  much  hoped 
to- have  you  at  their  convention  last  weekend  in  Chicago. 
Secretary  Hardin  represented  you  and  L-vrnderstand 
that  you  talked  by  phone  with  the  Chief  ^cecutive, 
Mr,  Harold  Nelson. 

The  Milk  Producers  have  made  verv  significant 
contributions  to  various  kev  Senate  races  in  v.-hich  \ve 
are  interested  this  Fall  faprirovimatelv  S150.Q0O  in 
total).     They  have  also  nledged  S2  milbon  to  the  1*^72 
campaign.  ——————————— —~~-~^~-—~—~—— ~~ 


B.  Participants;    Mr.   Harold  Si.  Nelson,   General  Manager, 
and  David  L..   Parr,   Special  Assistant  to  the  General 
Manager,    Associated  Milk  Producers,   Incorporated, 
and  Charles  Colson. 

C,  Press  Plan:      Ollie  Atkins  will  take  quick  photographs. 
TAJLKING  POINTS: 


It  would  b 
Parr  tliat 

e  most  helpful 
yna  are  aware 

if  you 

of  the 

would 

ir  Doli 

tell  Ne1<=nn  ai 
tical  sunnort- 

id 
an 
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have  al  rc.-'.dy  d 
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ay 
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e.l     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM 


Page  2 


realize  that  you  are  aware  of  what  they  a^ e  doing, 
it  "wiU  strengthen  very  much  my  hand  in  dealing, 
with  them. 

1  wotild  suggest  that  you  tell  them  that  vow  noDe 
you  can  make  some  future  convention  and  that  vou 
are  sorry  that  you  had  to  n^iss  this  one  (according 
to  ClifjT  Hardin,   the  Chicago  stadium  was  fuU]^ 

Tell  them,   as  you  did  on  the  phone  Saturday,   that  vou 

•vriU  bs  ffiacj  tq  nie?,t.wit?i,;s,grn,g  gf  thgAC  Key.offitij^ls 

at  3 o me  time  in  the  near  future  to  discuss  farm  probl ems' 
of  particular  interest  to  the  dairymen.      You,  might 
also  point  out  that  Cliff  Hardin  has  been  a  very  vigorous 
and  effective  advocate  of  their  problems  and  needs  . 
^  (Hardin,   on  your  behalf,    announced  at  the  Convention 
Saturday  that  the  special  milk  program  would  be 
funded  for  this  fiscal  year,    a  program  we,had  previously 
opposed). 


001^3 


Charles  VT.  Colsoa 
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6.1     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM 


Open  Hour 
-  1  -  Wednesday,  September  9, 


Event  No.   5 


12:25  p.m.  Harold  S.   Nelson,   General  Manager 

to  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc. 

12:35  p.m.  David  L.  Parr,  Special  Assistant  to  General  Manager 

Mr.  Charles  Colsoa 

Mr.  Colsoa  will  escort  Messrs.  Nelson  and  Parr  into  your  ofCce  for  a 
handshake  and  a  photograph  with  you.    The  Associated  Milk  Producers 
organizatioa  was  formed  in  November  of  1969  as  the  result  o£  the  merger 
o£  various  other  farm  groups. 

_Ci£t9;-  Presidential  Key  Chains 


Event  No.   6  001294 

12:35  p.m.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  H.   Thomais 

to  Dana  Thomas 

12:40  p.m. 

Mr.  aad  Mrs.  Thomas  and  their  six-year-old  daughter  Daju(  will  b« 
brought  into' your  office  for  a  handshake  and  a  photograph  with  you, 
Mr.  Thomas  was  present  at  a  previous  Open  Hour  and  was  iirwited  by 
you  to  return  with  his  daughter  at  some  future  date. 

Gifts:  Mr.  Thomas:        Presidential  Key  Chain 

Mrs.  Thomas:      Presidential  Bow  Pin. 
Dana  Thomas:       Apollo  View-Master 


WH 
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6.2     HAROLD  NELSON  TESTIMONY,    DECEMBER  18,    1973,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    82-83 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 

House  Judiciary  Committee  staff  g2 

Mr.  Weitz.   Several  hundred  committees? 
Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 


Mr.  Weitz.   What  total  amount  did  you  contemplate  contri- 
buting, or  did  you  tell  them  you  would  contribute? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Well,  we  did  not  tell  them  any  specific 
amount;  at  various  times,  a  million  dollars,  two  million 
dollars  or  even  more  money  was  discussed.   And  had  they  given 
us  the  names  of  the  committees,  they  could  have  gotten  much  more 

money  from  us. 

Mr.  Weitz.  When  you  say  a  million,  two  million  dollars 
or  more  was  discussed  at  various  times,  who  discussed  it?   Did 
you  discuss  it  with  some  individuals  or  did  you  -- 

Mr.  Nelson.   There  would  just  be  amounts  that  would  be 
thrown  out  about  the  -- 

Mr.  Weitz.   Yes.   Did  you  hear  those  amounts  discussed, 
or  did  you  yourself  discuss  those  amounts? 

Mr,  Nelson.   Ordinarily,  I  would  not  be  the  one  to  mention 
those  amounts. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  did? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Mr.  Parr. 

Mr.  Weitz.   In  your  presence? 

Mr.  Nelson.   He  has  mentioned  those  amounts  in  my  presence, 

yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  else  was  present  at  any  of  the  times  that 

Mr.  Parr  mentioned  those  amounts? 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Cotanittee  staff 
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6.2     HAROLD  NELSON  TESTIMONY,   DECEMBER  18,    1973^   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    82-83 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 

House  Judiciary  Committee  staff  83 

Mr.  Nelson,  Mr.  Colson. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Mr.  Colson.   Was  It  at  this  meeting  In  1970, 

for  example? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  do  not  recall  it  being  at  that  meeting. 
Everybody  knew  that  they  had  demonstrated  their  --  to  me,  it  is 
an  unfathomable  thing  --  inability  to  come  with  a  list  of  com- 
mittees. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Well,  how  early  --  was  this  the  first  meetings 
when  you  raised  the  first  possibility  of  committees  being 
organized,  or  had  you  asked  for  these  committees  earlier? 

Mr.  Nelson.  We  had  asked  for  these  committees  earlier. 

Mr.  Weitz.  How  much  earlier? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  cannot  tell  you  when  it  would  be. 

Mr.  Weitz.   1969? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No.   I  do  not  recall  in  '69,  but  among  the 
first  meetings  we  had  with  Mr.  Colson  we  asked  for  committees. 

Mr.  Weitz.   When  was  the  first  time  you  met  with  Mr. 

Colson? 

IMr.  Nelson.   Let  us  say,  we  may  have  met  with  him  in 
'69,  but  if  not,  it  was  certainly  early  '70. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  at  one  of  the  first  or  early  meetings, 
you  mentioned  that  you  wanted  to  make  contributions  and  wanted 
the  names  of  committees? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes,  sir.  We  sure  did. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  mention  the  contribution  in  1969,  the 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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5_3  nAVW  PARR  TESTIMONY,   DECEMBER  21,    1973,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,   205-206 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Conunlttee  staff 

205 


Mr.  Sanders.  Yes,  but  as  I  recall  your  previous  testimony, 
you  put  it  in  the  context  of  in  discussion  of  this,  and  really 
my  question  is,  did  you  ever  make  such  representation? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  recall  anything  specifically.  No,  sir. 
Mr.  Sanders.  Did you  ever  say  that  dairy  people  could  give 
more  than  labor  organizations? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  would  have  loved  to  have  said  that. 
Mr.  Sanders.  Do  you  think  you  might  have? 
Mr.  Parr.   I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Well,  what  1  wanted  to  ask  you  is,  when  do 
you  think  you  might  first  have  said  something  to  that  affect. 
But  1  suppose  your  answer  is  that  you  do  not  recall  that  you 

ever  really  said  it? 

Mr.  Parr.  Well,  I  want  to  be  fair  with  everybody,  and  if 
I  could  shed  any  light  on  it  1  would  sure  try  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Please  try  to  understand.   I  am  not  asking 
you  if  you  promised  that  to  the  Administration  or  the  re-elec- 
tion, or  that  you  promised  to  give  that  in  return  for  a  certain 
favor.   I  am  just  asking  if  you  made  a  general  statement  that 
this  much  money  would  be  available. 
f^   Mr.  Parr.   I  just  remember  a  discussion  of  about  a  million 
I  dollars,  and  then  somebody  said  two  million  dollars,  and  that's 

the  ~ 

Mr.  Sanders.  Would  the  first  tlae  that  that  occurred  have 

been  in  Colson's  office? 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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6.3     DAVID  PARR  TESTIMONY,    DECEMBER  21,    1973,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    205-206 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

mte  33  206 

Mr.  Parr.  Do  you  mean  discussions  of  that  type  of  nature? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Yes. 

Mr.  Parr.   I  just  don't  know. 

Mr.  Sanders.   Can  you  recall  who  participated  in  such  a 
discussion? 

Mr.  Parr.   No,  sir.   I  do  not.  We  were  — 

Mr.  Gibson.   Can  we  go  off  the  record  just  a  second  and 
take  a  break? 

Mr.  Sanders.   (Nods  in  the  affirmative.) 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Sanders.   Back  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Parr.   In  relation  to  this  one  million  and  two  million, 
I  recall  that  it  was  said,  discussed,  and  as  I  recall,  it  was 
sort  of  in  a  jesting  manner.  That  is  the  best  recollection  I 
can  have. 

I  have  testified  that  one  was  mentioned,  and  then  I  believe 
Mr.  Colson  said,  this  is  a  two  million  dollar  package,  or  some 
words  like  that. 

Mr.  Sanders.  The  obvious  implication  of  your  answer  is 

(that  it  occurred  in  Colson' s  office? 
Mr.  Parr.  Yes,  sir. 


Mr.  Sanders.   What  I  was  wondering  is,  is  this  the  first 
time  to  your  recollection  that  contributions  of  that  magnitude 
had  been  discussed  in  your  presence? 

Mr.  Parr.  We  were  constantly  discussing  what  we  expected 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by      ' 
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7.      On  September  A,  1970  the  President  telephoned  AMPI  General 
Manager  Nelson  at  the  AMPI  convention  in  Chicago,  expressed  his  regret 
at  being  unable  to  attend  the  AMPI  convention  and  invited  Nelson  to  meet 
with  him  in  Washington  to  arrange  a  meeting  with  a  larger  delegation  of 
dairy  leaders  at  a  later  date.  On  September  9,  1970  Parr  and  Nelson  had 
a  nine-minute  "photo  opportunity"  meeting  with  the  President  and  Colson 
at  the  White  House.   In  preparing  for  the  meeting,  the  President  reviewed 
a  memorandum  by  Colson  which  stated  that  the  milk  producers  had  pledged 
$2  million  to  the  1972  campaign.  Colson  said  in  the  memorandum  that  it 
would  be  most  helpful  if  the  President  would  tell  Nelson  and  Parr  that  he 
was  aware  of  their  political  support,  what  they  had  already  done  that  year 
to  assist  and  what  they  were  committed  to  do  In  the  future.  Colson  said 
that  if  the  visitors  realized  that  the  President  was  aware  of  what  they 
were  doing,  it  would  strengthen  very  much  Colson' s  hand  in  dealing  with 
them.  Parr  has  testified  that  during  the  meeting,  the  President  stated 
that  he  had  heard  some  very  good  things  about  AMPI  and  that  he  wanted  to 
address  an  AMPI  convention. 
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7.1  White  House  "White  Paper,"  The  Milk  Support  Price 
Decision,  January  8,  1974 162 

7.2  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  the  President  re 
September  9,  1970  meeting  with  attached  memorandum 
from  Stephen  Bull  to  the  President  (received  from 

White  House) 1^1 

7.3  David  Parr  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 

December  21,  1973,  13-14,  17 188 


(161) 


7.1     WHITE  HOUSE   "WHITE  PAPEB",    THE  MILK  SUPPORT  PRICE  DECISION 
JANUARY  8,    1S74 

FOR  ir-IWEDIATE  RELEASE  JAHUARY  8,  1974 

Office  of  the  White  House  Press  Secretary 

THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
The   Milk  Support   Price  Decision 

During  the  spring  of  1971,  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Clifford  Hardin  announced  that  certain  dairy  products  would 
be  supported  by  the  Federal  Government  at  80  percent  of  parity 
during  the  1971-72  marketing  season.   Subsequently,  under 
neavy  pressure  from  the  Congress  to  increase  supports  and 
after  consultation  with  his  senior  advisers,  the  President 
reconsidered  and  requested  the  Secretary  to  raise  the  price 
support  level  for  the  coming  year  to  85  percent  of  parity. 

Because  the  President  also  met  with  dairy  leaders  during 
this  same  period  and  because  campaign  contributions  vjere 
given  to  his  re-election  effort  during  1971,  there  have  been 
charges  in  the  media  and  elsewhere  that  the  President's  actions 
on  price  supports  were  the  result  of  promises  from  the  dairy 
industry  to  contribute  to  the  1972  Republican  Presidential 
campaign.   These  allegations  are  unsupported  by  evidence  and 
are  totally  false. 

I.   The  Decisions  of  March.  1971 

The  decision  announced  each  year  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  of  the  price  at  which  the  Government  will  support 
rallK  prices  has  a  significant  impact  on  the  Nation's  dairy 
farmers.   In  1970,  Secretary  Hardin  had  announced  that  for 
tne  marketing  year  running  from  April  1,  1970  through  March  31, 
6?'^^r  ^'^^   Government  would  support  manufacturing  milk  at 
$4.&6  per  100  pounds,  or  at  85  percent  of  parity.   This 
figure  represented  an  increase  of  38  cents  and  an  increase 
of  2  percent  of  the  parity  rate  over  the  year  before  (1969- 

As  the  1971-72  marketing  season  approached,  the  question 
within  the  Government  was  whether  to  continue  supporting  the 
milk  price  at  $lj.66  per  100  pounds  or  to  raise  the  price. 
Because  a  grain  shortage  and  other  factors  had  Increased  the 
costs  of  production  for  dairy  farmers,  a  continuation  of  the 
$4.66  price  meant  that  the  parity  rate  would  actually  fall  to 
approximately  80  percent.   To  the  farmers,  a  drop  in  parity 
rate  would  result  in  a  possible  loss  of  income  which  in  turn 
could  deter  production.   The  farmers  therefore  advocated  an 
increase  in  the  price  support  to  $5.21  per  100  pounds,  or  90 
percent  of  parity;  at  the  very  least,  they  argued,  the 
Governinent  should  raise  the  price  to  $4.92  per  100  pounds 
and  thereby  maintain  the  current  parity  rate  of  85  percent. 
At  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  It  was  feared  that  such 
price  Increases  might  encourage  excess  production  on  the 
farms,  raise  the  prices  of  dairy  products  for  consumers,  and 
ultimately  force  the  Government  to  purchase  the  surplus 
products. 

The  dairy  industry,  which  had  become  highly  organized  in 
the  1960s,  moved  to  exert  maximum,  direct  pressure  on  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  early  1971.   In  a  few  weeks,  over 
13,000  letters  from  milk  producers  were  received  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 
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7.1     WHITE  HOUSE  'VHITE  PAPER",   THE  MILK  SUPPORT  PRICE  DECISION, 
JANUARY  8,   1974 . 


At  the  same  time,  the  dairy  industry  worked  to  achieve  its 
objectives  indirectly  through  Members  of  the  Congress  who  agreed 
with  industry  views.   The  upper  Midwestern  affiliate  of  the 
Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  (AMPI)  estimated  that  its 
members  alone  sent  some  50.000  letters  to  Congressmen  on  the 
sublect  of  milk  supports.   Between  February  23  and  March  12, 
!971   some  25  Senators  and  65  Congressmen  wrote  the  Secretary 
o?  Agriculture  to  urge  that  the  $5.66  support  Pyi^^^r^^^-'^^^f  " 
Some  twenty  Senators  and  53  Representatives  indicated  that  they 
wanted  to  see  the  price  raised  to  a  full  90  percent  of  parity 
($5  21  per  owt . ) .   Four  Senators  and  eight  Representatives 
adopted  a  more  restrained  position,  asking  that  the  price  be 
raised  to  at  least  85  percent  of  parity  ($H.92). 

Some  of  the  letters  openly  referred  to  the  fact  that  spokes- 
men for  the  dairy  cooperatives  --  AMPI,  Dairymen,  Inc.,  or  their 
a??il?ates  -  had  written  or  called  upon  the  Congressmen  to  ask 
for  support.   A  number  of  letters  were  apparently  drafted  by 
lobbying  groups. 

Many  of  the  Members  also  took  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
and  Senate  to  express  their  concern: 

On  March  1,  Congressman  Robert  W.  Kastenmeier 
(D..  Wis  )  rose 'to  till  his  colleagues:   '^./e  need  your 
assistance  In  persuading  the  Administration  to  raise 
dairy  price  supports  to  90  percent  of  parity  .  .  • 
(Congressional  Record,  p.  H310) .  His  sentiments  were 
echoed  by  Congressman  Les  Aspln  (D.,  Wis.;. 

After  March  7,  when  the  Associated  Press  reported 
that  Secretary  Hardin  might  raise  the  support  level  to 
85  percent  of  parity.  Senators  Hubert  Humphrey  (D 
Minn.),  Vance  Hartke  (D.,  Ind . ) ,  Walter  "°"dale  (D., 
Minn.),  and  Fred  Harris  (D. ,  Okla.),  as  well  as 
congressmen  Ed  Jones  (D.,  Tenn.)   R°ber%"=^if  j;.,,, 
{R   111  )   and  Vernon  Thomson  (R.,  Wis.),  all  maoe 
floor  speeches  in  favor  of  a  90  percent  level. 

On  March  8,  Congressman  William  SteigerCR.,  Wis.) 
entered  into  the  Congressional  Record  a  letter  he  had 
senrto  secretary  Ha?dln  calling  for  90  percent  parity. 

On  March  9,  both  Senators  Hartke  and  Humphrey 
called  again  for  the  90  percent  level. 

On  March  10,  Congressman  Jones  argued  ^hf,^^^"   ,^ 
90  percent  would  not  be  a  "decent  return."  but   it  would 
certllnlv  help."   Mr.  Jones  urged  the  Department  of 
lllTo.ltlrenlt   to  "sit  Idly  by  and  watch  our  da  ry 
industry  decline  into  oblivion.   Unless  fairy  price 
supports  are  set  at  a  level  high  enough  to  Guarantee 
90  percent  of  parity,  that  is  exactly  "hat  we  are 
invltlne  "   (Congressional  Record,  pp.  595b-5U. 
Senator^tondlle  Igain  called  for  the  90  percent  level. 

On  March  11,  Congressman  Thomson  repeated  his  call 
for  a  90  percent  decision. 

While  their  colleagues  were  marshalling  ^"PP°^^^^^3^P^2^e 
floor  speeches,  senior  democratic  leaders  in  tne  Congress  wer 

expressing  their  concerns  P^^^^f  ^J^/°  ^^^^an^Cf  the  House  Ways 
Administration.   On  Ff,^?-"ary  10,  the  Chairman  °^  meeting 

and  Means  Committee,  Wilbur  Mills,  (D.,  Ark.;,  ana  b 
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in  the  office  of  Speaker  Carl  Albert  (D.,  Okla.)  to  discuss 
the  dairy  Issue.   Representatives  of  the  dairy  Industry  had 
apparently  asked  for  the  meeting  to  plead  their  case.   In 
attendance  were  Harold  Nelson  and  David  Parr  fron  AflPI- 
Congressmen  Mills,  Albert  and  John  Byrnes  (R.,  v;is .  ) ;  William 
Galbraith,  head  of  Co.i-ressional  liaison  for  the  Deoar'tment 
of  Agriculture;  and  Clark  MacGregor,  then  Counsel  to  the 
President  for  Congressional  Relations. 

The  Congressional  leaders  continued  to  make  their  viev/s 
known  in  several  private  conversations  thereafter.   According 
to  Mr.  IlacGregor's  records.  Congressman  Mills  urged  him  on 
at  least  six  occasions  in  late  February  and  early  March  to 
urge  the  President  to  raise  the  support  price.   Congressman 
Hills  and  Speaker  Albert  also  telephoned  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  George  Shultz,  with  the  same 
request.   Mr.  Shultz  sent  a  memorandum  to  John  Ehrliohman  at 
the  White  House  indicating  the  substance  of  the  Mills  request 
for  a  rise  in  the  support  level. 

Nevertheless,  on  March  12,  Secretary  Hardin  announced  that 
the  price  support  for  the  coming  year  would  be  approximately 
ao  percent  of  parity  —  not  90  percent  as  the  dairy  industry 
wanted.   The  Secretary's  announcement  acknowledged  that  some 
dairymen  believed  that  the  support  price  should  be  increased, 
dut,  he  said,  higher  support  prices  might  lead  to  excessive 
supplies  and  large  surpluses.   Mr.  Hardin  believed  his  action 
was   In  the  long-term  best  interests  of  the  dairy  producers." 

Immediately  following  the  Agriculture  Department  announce- 
ment of  March  12,  1971,  a  campaign  was  Initiated  on  Capitol  Hill 
oy  both  Democrats  and  Republicans  for  mandatory  legislation  to 
increase  the  parity  level  to  85  or  90  percent.   Thirty  separate 
bills  were  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  between — 
March  16th  and  March  25th  with  this  specific  goal  in  mind, 
pne  hundred  and  twenty-five  Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
MXes  introduced  or  co-sponsored  legislation  to  support  the 
price  of  manufacturing  milk  at  a  level  of  not  more  than  90 
percent  nor  less  than  85  percent.   In  other  words,  85  percent 
would  be  an  absolute  floor  for  price  supports.   Of  these 
Representatives,  29  were  Republicans  and  96  were  Democrats. 
Two  Congressmen,  one  from  each  side  of  the  aisle,  also  intro- 
duced legislation  for  a  mandatory  level  of  90  percent  of  parity. 

In  the  Senate,  28  Senators,  led  by  Democratic  Senator 
Gaylord  Nelson  of  Wisconsin,  introduced  legislation  on  March  16, 
lyCl,  that  would  have  required  support  levels  at  a  minimum  of 
05  percent  of  parity.   Of  the  Nelson  bill  sponsors,  one  was  a 
Republican  (Senator  Cook  of  Kentucky)  and  2?  were  Democrats 
(Senators  Allen,  Bayh,  Burdlck,  Bentsen,  Cranston,  Eastland. 
Eagleton  Fulbrlght,  Gravel,  Hart,  Harris,  Hollings,  Hartke, 
Hugnes,  Inouye,  Long,  Mondale,  McGee,  McGovern,  Muskie,  Moss, 
i^ielson,  Proxmire,  Sparkman,  Stevenson,  Symington,  Tunney). 
Tnree  days  later.  Senator  Hubert  Humphrey  sponsored  his  own 
bill  seeKing  higher  parity. 

Philosophically,  the  Nixon  Adx,iinistration  had  hoped  to 
gradually  move  away  from  Federal  policies  which  provide  massive 
subsidies  to  agriculture.   These  subsidies  had  initially  been 
instituted  during  the  Depression  years  when  the  Government 
undertook  a  variety  of  measures  to  ease  the  plight  of  the 
larmers  and  to  give  them  some  degree  of  economic  stability 


(164) 


7.1     WHITE  HOUSE  "WHITE  PAPER",   THE  MILK  SUPPORT  PRICE  DECISION, 
JANUARY  8.    1974 


and  continuing  purchasing  power.   During  the  ensuing  decades, 
when  these  support  policies  might  have  been  phased  out ,  they 
Instead  became  political  footballs,  tossed  about  In  the  Congress, 
aided  and  abetted  by  well-organized  farm  lobbying  groups . 

The  dairy  support  question  proved  to  be  no  exception.   On 
March  28,  1971,  for  Instance,  the  Minneapolis  Tribune  quoted  an 
aide  of  Senator  Gaylord  Nelson  to  the  effect  that  representatives 
of  AMPI,  who  were  operating  out  of  a  three-room  hotel  suite  in 
Washington,  played  a  major  role  in  the  preparation  of  the 
Senator's  bill.   According  to  this  account,  AMPI  also  provided 
some  of  the  research  material  which  the  Senator  used  for  a 
public  statment. 

With  29  Senators  and  more  than  100  Congressmen  actively 
spearheading  the  effort  to  achieve  an  increased  parity  rate  for 
the  dairy  industry,  it  thus  became  increasingly  clear  that  ,,: 
mandatory  legislation  would  be  enacted  and,  further,  that  a' 
Presidential  veto  of  such  legislation  could  well  be  overridden. 
Moreover,  if  the  President  were  to  try  to  force  his  will  in  this 
matter  (I.e.,  to  push  parity  down  to  80  percent)  It  could  be 
politically  disastrous  in  some  of  the  Midwestern  States,  and, 
in  the  light  of  known  Congressional  Intentions,  would  be  both 
foolish  and  futile. 

A  story  reported  by  United  Press  International  on  March  2k, 
1971  (UPI-55)  described  the  problem  in  these  terms': 

"Washington  —  President  Nixon  probably  will  face  the 
politically  risky  prospect  of  vetoing  a  bill  to  raise 
prices  for  dairy  farmers  unless  he  beats  Congress  to 
the  draw  by  boosting  milk  supports  voluntarily,  a  top 
Democratic  farm  bloc  leader  said  today. 

"Nixon's  latest  farm  bloc  headache  grows  out  of  the 
Administration's  decision  earlier  this  month  to  refuse 
any  increase  in  milk  price  supports  for  the  1971-72 
marketing  year  which  begins  April  1. 

"On  the  heels  of  the  refusal,  a  growing  parade  of 
legislators  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  have  intro- 
duced bills  to  require  an  increase.   The  list  of  some 
Bo  House  sponsors.  Including  Members  of  both  parties, 
is  topped  by  Speaker  Carl  Albert  and  Chairman  W.  R. 
Poage,  D-Tex.,  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

"'If  the  Administration  doesn't  act,  I  think  we  can 

and  will  pass  the  bill,'  Poage  told  UPI  in  an  interview. 

"Nixon  could  veto  the  measure  if  he  remains  adamant 
against  higher  milk  supports,  Poage  said.  But  this 
would  bring  on  a  spotlighted  confrontation  with  many 
farm  interests,  the  Texan  said." 

Some  months  earlier,  Godfrey  Sperling,  writing  in  the  Christian 
Science  Monitor  on  December  1,  1970,  had  observed  that  "farmers 
and  rural  communities  of  America  are  deeply  distressed  with  the 
Nixon  Administration  .  .  .",  especially  "with  the  paring  of 
subsidies  ..."   Sperling  also  noted  the  election  results  of 
November  3,  1970:   "Democrats  in  11  basically  agricultural 
districts  picked  up  new  Congressmen.   At  the  same  time  no 
Democrats  who  were  Incumbents  in  such  farm  districts  were 
defeated.  '   Finally  Sperling  mentioned  those  Democrats  who 
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did  well  In  farm  areas:   Senators  Joseph  Montoya  of  New  Mexico, 
Quentln  Burdlck  of  North  Dakota,  Hubert  Humphrey  of  Minnesota, 
Stuart  Symington  of  Ilissouri,  Adlai  Stevenson  of  Illinois, 
Vance  Hartke  of  Indiana,  Gale  HcGee  of  Wyoming,  Frank  Moss  of 
Utah  and  William  Proxmlre  of  Wisconsin.   All  but  one  of  these 
Senators  in  1971  were  supporting  dairy  industry  efforts  to 
obtain  higher  price  supports. 

The  situation  was  not  dissimilar  to  one  facing  President 
Lyndon  Johnson  in  196?  v;hen  he  was  forced  to  curb  dairy  im- 
ports by  a  Congress  which  had  introduced  legislation  as  a 
prodding  action.   Mr.  Johnson  sharply  reduced  dairy  imports 
in  that  year  after  58  Senators,  led  by  Senator  William 
Proxmlre  (D.,  Wis.),  and  l80  Congressmen  had  introduced  a 
dairy  import  control  bill.   In  1967,  as  in  1971,  the  activity 
in  the  Congress  had  taken  place  after  the  dairy  lobby  had,  by 
one  account,  "launched  an  all-out  drive  to  get  Congress"  to 
pass  import  controls. 

With  the  pressures  from  Capitol  Hill  mounting  rapidly. 
President  Nixon  during  the  afternoon  of  March  23rd  met  with 
seven  of  his  senior  advisers  to  explore  the  situation  with 
regard  to  milk  price  supports.   This  was  the  President's  second 
meeting  of  the  day  concerning  dairy  matters.   As  will  be  dis- 
cussed below,  the  President  and  other  Administration  officials 
met  that  morning  with  dairy  representatives  in  response  to  a 
long-standing  appointment.   Meeting  with  the  President  that 
afternoon  were  John  Connally,  then  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
Clifford  Hardin,  then  Secretary  of  Agriculture:  Under  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  J.  Phil  Campbell:  George  Shultz,  then  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget;  John  D.  Ehrlichman, 
then  Assistant  to  the  President  for  Domestic  Affairs;  John 
Whitaker,  then  Deputy  Assistant  to  the  President  for  Domestic 
Affairs;  and  Donald  Rice,  then  Associate  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget.   The  discussion  was  frank  and  wide- 
ranging.   It  included  an  appraisal  of  the  support  which  the 
milk  price  legislation  had  on  Capitol  Hill  and  the  fact  that 
the  legislation  had  the  support  of  two  of  the  most  powerful 
legislators  in  the  country  -■■  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives Carl  Albert  and  the  Chairman  of  the  House  V/ays  and 
Means  Committee,  V/ilbur  Mills. 

The  political  power  of  the  dairy  industry  lobby  was  also 
brought  to  the  President's  attention  in  the  March  23rd  meeting. 
Secretary  Connally  said  that  their  votes  would  be  Important  in 
several  Midwestern  States  and  he  noted  that  the  industry  had 
political  funds  which  would  be  distributed  among  House  and 
Senate  candidates  in  the  coming  election  year  —  although 
neither  the  Secretary  nor  anyone  else  discussed  possible  con- 
tributions to  the  President's  campaign.   Mr.  Connally  argued 
that  the  milk  industry's  case  also  had  merit  on  strictly 
economic  grounds,  and  rising  costs  for  dairy  producers  were 
mentioned. 

The  President  himself  concluded  that  the  final  decision 
came  down  to  the  fact  that  the  Congress  was  going  to  pass  the 
higher  support  legislation,  and  he  could  not  veto  it  without 
alienating  the  farmers  —  an  essential  part  of  his  political 
constituency.   It  was  also  believed  that  by  raising  the  support 
level  in  1971,  similar  action  in  1972  could  be  precluded  — 
thus  holding  the  price  line  for  two  years. 

The  fundamental  themes  running  through  this  March  23rd 
meeting  were  two:   (1)  the  unique  and  very  heavy  pressures 
being  placed  upon  the  President  by  the  Democratic  majority 
leadership  in  the  Congress  and  (2)  the  political  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  making  a  decision  regarding  a  vital 
political  constituency. 


(166) 


7.1     yUITE  HOUSE   "WHITE  PAPER",   THE  MILK  SUPPORT  PRICE  DECISION, 
JANUARY  8,    1974 . 


After  the  President  announced  his  decision  there  was 
discussion  of  the  great  power  of  the  House  Democratic  leader- 
ship (which  was  then  pressing  for  the  milk  price  support 
Increase)  and  how  that  power  might  be  enlisted  In  support  of 
certain  of  the  President's  key  domestic  legislation  if  the 
Administration  acknowledged  the  key  role  these  leaders  played 
in  securing  the  reversal  of  Secretary  Hardin's  March  12  deci- 
sion.  The  meeting  concluded  with  a  discussion  of  the  manner 
In  which  the  decision  would  be  announced  and  implemented. 

Two  days  later,  on  March  25,  Secretary  Hardin  officially 
announced  the  decision  to  raise  the  support  level  to  approxi- 
mately 85  percent  of  parity  for  the  1971-72  marketing  season. 

Three  days  after  the  second  price  decision,  the  Minneapolis 
Tribune  reported  that  the  reversal  "was  the  result  of  an  intensive 
lobbying  campaign  mounted  by  the  Nation's  biggest  milk-producer 
cooperatives  with  the  eager  —  and  perhaps  crucial  —  assistance 
of  dozens  of  Members  of  Congress,  Including  many  whose  recent 
election  campaigns  were  financed  partially  by  the  dairy  industry's 
political  war  chest."   Among  the  lawmakers  cited  with  Senators 
Edmund  Muskie  (D.,  Me.)  and  Hubert  Humphrey,  were  Congressman 
Carl  Albert,  and  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee, 
W.  R.  Poage  (D. ,  Tex. )  . 

The  response  on  Capitol  Hill  demonstrates  the  political 
realities  that  the  President  faced. 

On  March  30,  Republican  Senator  James  Pearson  of  Kansas 
told  his  Senate  colleagues  that  he  had  intended  to  introduce 
legislation  for  the  very  purpose  of  raising  supports,  but 
"apparently  the  Administration  has  had  the  benefit  of  deep 
concern  expressed  by  both  farm  State  Congressmen  and  dairy 
farmers  ..."  Democratic  Senator  Jaraes  Allen  of  Alabama 
Joined  him  in  a  similar  expression  of  views. 

On  April  1,  Democratic  Senator  George  McGovern  of  South 
Dakota,  who  had  actively  sought  a  rise  in  price  supports, 
noted  that  he  had  joined  other  Senators  in  hoping  supports 
would  be  set  at  85  percent.   "This  reversal,"  said  Senator 
McGovern,  "can  be  considered  a  victory  for  those  in  Congress 
who  spoke  out  vigorously  on  behalf  of  the  dairy  farmers." 

On  April  5,  Senator  Nelson,  who  had  worked  closely  with 
dairy  Interests  on  this  matter  and  had  introduced  the  manda- 
tory 85  percent  support  legislation,  S.  1277,  said  that  the 
support  increase  "accomplished  by  administrative  order  what 
the  legislation  would  have  accomplished."   He  went  on  to  say 
that  "the  decision  obviously  was  the  result  of  S.  1277,  which 
was  co-sponsored  by  27  Senators,  and  a  companion  measure  in 
the  House  which  likewise  had  substantial  support  .  .  .   The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  responded  to  the  outpouring  of 
Congressional  and  farmer  concern  over  the  initial  decision 
on  price  supports  by  adjusting  the  support  level  upward  ..." 

This  Congressional  pressure  was  the  "gun  to  our  head" 
that  President  Nixon  referred  to  in  his  November  17,  1973 
press  conference. 

It  is  also  worth  noting  that  in  1972,  a  year  after  the 
struggle  over  a  legislatively  mandated  support  level  for  milk, 
the  Congress  enacted  legislation  which  requires  that  milk 
be  supported  at  a  level  no  lov/er  than  85  percent  in  future 
years . 
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II.   The  Dairy  Industry  Contributions  and  Lobbying  Activities 

The  discussion  In  the  foregoing  section  shows  that 
overv/helmlng  Congressional  pressure  --  and  the  political 
consequences  of  Ignoring  it  —  was  the  reason  for  the  milk 
price  support  decision  reached  on  March  23rd. 

The  lobbying  and  contribution  activities  of  the  dairy 
industry  followed  a  separate  track.   Not  unexpectedly  the 
Industry  undertook  to  cover  every  available  base.   But  there 
was  no  arrangement  or  understanding  between  the  Industry  and 
the  President  as  has  been  so  widely  and  falsely  alleged. 

The  very  nature  of  the  Governmental  process  —  with  decisions 
frequently  being  made  within  the  executive  branch  on  the  adminis- 
tration of  critical  dairy  programs  and  with  dairy  legislation 
constantly  under  review  in  the  Congress  —  encouraged  the  dairy 
farmers  to  organize  and  become  a  potent  political  force  in 
recent  years.  There  are  now  three  major  dairy  cooperatives 
in  the  United  States;   AMPI ,  Mid-America  Dairies  (Mid  Am)  and 
Dairymen,  Inc.  (DI).   Together  these  cooperatives  have  over 
56,000  members  and  account  for  about  25  percent  of  all  the 
milk  produced  in  the  United  States. 

These  dairy  organizations  not  only  represent  in  Washington 
the  Interests  of  their  members,  they  also  exert  Influence  through 
the  ballot  box  and  through  political  contributions.   Their 
activity  is  not  unlike  the  fundraising  and  contributing 
activities  of  a  number  of  special  interest  groups  such  as       ■  ■ 
the  Committee  on  Political  Education  (COPE)  of  the  APL-CIO. 

The  record  shows  the  following  lobbying  and  contribution 
activities  by  the  dairy  Industry  representatives  between  1969 
and  1971: 

1969-1970 

President  Nixon  had  no  direct  contact  with  any  of  the 
members  of  these  dairy  organizations  until  1970  when  AMPI 
officials  invited  him  to  address  their  annual  convention  in 
Chicago  in  September.   The  President  was  unable  to  accept 
the  invitation,  and  Secretary  Hardin  spoke  In  his  place. 


Although  he  could  not  attend  the  convention,  the 
President  --  as  he  frequently  does  —  placed  a  courtesy 
phone  call  on  September  k,   1970  to  the  General  Manager  of 
AMPI,  Mr.  Harold  Nelson.   He  also  spoke  with  Secretary  Hardin, 
who  was  with  Mr.  Nelson.   During  that  conversation,  the  President 
Invited  the  dairy  leaders  to  meet  with  him  in  Washington  and  to 
arrange  a  meeting  with  a  larger  delegation  of  dairy  leaders 
at  a  later  date. 

Accepting  the  President's  invitation,  Mr.  Nelson  and  his 
special  assistant,  David  Parr,  paid  a  brief  courtesy  call  on 
the  President  on  September  9,  1970. 

The  meeting,  which  was  publicly  announced  to  the  press, 
occurred  in  the  Oval  Office,  and,  according  to  the.  President's 
diary,  lasted  approximately  nine  minutes.   Most  of  that  time 
was  consumed  with  Introductions,  photographs  and  the  distribu- 
tion of  Presidential  souvenirs. 

more 
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The  context  of  the  meeting  was  a  greeting  during  a 
Presidential  "Open  Hour"  —  a  session  frequently  arranged 
for  short  courtesy  calls  from  diverse  groups  and  individuals . 
During  the  "Open  Hour"  of  September  9,  the  visit  from  the 
AMPI  representatives  was  fitted  In  between  the  visits  of 
cp  other  people,  including  a  group  to  encourage  military 
servicemen  to  exercise  their  votes,  a  group  of  concerned 
citizens  from  the  State  of  South  Dakota  and  a  contingent 
of  Gold  Star  Mothers. 

Mr.  Parr  has  stated  in  a  sworn  deposition  that  it  was 
essentially  a  social  visit.   He  and  Mr.  Nelson  invited  the 
President  to  address  the  next  AMPI  convention  in  1971  and 
also  expressed  a  hope  that  he  would  meet  with  other  dairy 
industry  leaders.   Mr.  Parr  also  remembers  that  the  men 
spoke  about  the  economic  plight  of  the  dairy  farmer. 

Although  money  was  not  discussed  in  the  meeting  between 
AMPI  representatives  and  the  President  in  September  of  1970, 
it  is  evident  that  raising  and  making  political  contributions 
to  both  Democrats  and  Republicans  were  important,  continuous 
and  conspicuous  activities  of  the  dairymen  during  1970,  1971 
and  1972. 


During  the  late  1960's  each  of  the  three  major  dairy  co- 
operatives established  a  trust  fund  in  order  to  raise  and 
distribute  money  to  political  candidates.   AMPI  established 
the  Trust  for  Agricultural  Political  Education  (TAPE),  Mid- 
America  Dairies  established  the  Agriculture  and  Dairy 
Educational  and  Political  Trust  (ADEPT),  and  Dairymen,  Inc. 
created  the  Trust  for  Special  Agricultural  Community 
Education  (SPACE). 

In  August  of  1969,  an  attorney  for  AMPI  delivered  to 
Mr.  Herbert  Kalmbach  the  sum  of  $100,000.   Mr.  Kalmbach 
deposited  the  funds  in  a  trustee  account  he  maintained  at 
the  Security  Pacific  National  Bank  in  Newport  Beach, 
California.   The  account  contained  political  contributions 
remaining  from  the  I968  election  campaign.   The  President 
had  no  knowledge  of  this  contribution. 

Reports  on  file  with  the  Clerk  o."  the  House  of  Representatives 
showed  that  contributions  to  Congressional  candidates  in  1969 
and  1970  by  TAPE,  SPACE,  and  ADEPT  totaled  over  $500,000. 
The  bulk  of  the  money  was  earmarked  for  Democratic  candidates. 
Representatives  of  the  dairy  co-ops  have  indicated  in  an 
Associated  Press  account  of  December  17,  1973  that  Republican 
candidates  received  approximately  $135,000,  or  less  than  30 
percent  of  the  funds . 

Some  members  of  the  White  House  staff  knew  that  the  dairymen 
were  giving  financial  support  to  Republican  and  Democratic 
candidates  in  Senate  elections  in  1970.   One  member  of  the 
staff,  Charles  W.  Colson,  asserted  In  a  memorandum  to  the 
President  that  AMPI  had  pledged  $2  million  to  the  1972  campaign. 
(Whether  any  such  pledge  was  actually  made  is  unknown,  but 
the  total  amount  given  to  the  President's  1972  campaign  was 
$437,000.   As  noted  below,  AMPI's  campaign  contributions  to 
other  candidates  during  this  period  were  even  more  generous.) 
That  memorandum  was  attached  to  a  Presidential  briefing  paper 
for  the  courtesy  meeting  between  the  President  and  the  AMPI 
representatives  in  September  of  1970.   It  was  suggested  in  the 
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memorandum  that  the  President  acknowledge  AMPI's  support. 
No  suggestion  was  made  that  any  commitment  whatsoever  be 
made  to  do  any  substantive  act.   There  was  also  no  mention 
of  the  asserted  pledge  during  the  meeting. 

Another  reference  to  fuhdralsing  was  In  a  letter  addressed 
to  the  President  on  December  16,  1970  from  Patrick  J.  Hillings, 
a  former  Congressman  who  had  succeeded  Mr.  Nixon  In  his 
Congressional  seat  after  the  latter  had  been  elected  to  - 
the  Senate.   At  that  time,  Mr.  Hillings  was  a  member  of  a 
Washington,  D.C.  law  firm  that  represented  the  dairymen  In 
the  Nation's  Capital.   In  his  letter.  Mr.  Hillings  asked  for 
the  immediate  imposition  of  revised  dairy  import  quotas  in 
accordance  with  recommendations  recently  presented  to  the 
President  by  the  Tariff  Commission.   President  Nixon  did  not 
see  the'  letter. 

Since  the  President  had  already  been  informed  of  the 
fundralslng  efforts  by  the  dairy  industry,  the  only  possible 
relevance  of. the  Hillings  letter  would  lie  in  what  action  was 
taken  on  the  Tariff  Commission  recommendations  that  Mr.  Hillings 
asked  the  President  to  accept. 

The  fact  Is^  that  the  action  taken  b^  the_   President  on. 
import  quotas  was  less  favorable  to  the  dairy  industry  than 
^^s   steps  recommended  b;^  the  Tariff  Commission.  The 
Commission,  a  body  of  impartial  experts,  had  recommended 
on  economic  grounds  and  pursuant  to  statutory  requirements 
that  imports  be  closed  off  entirely  for  three  dairy  products 
(ice  cream,  certain  chocolate  products,  and  animal  feeds 
containing  milk  derivatives)  and  that  much  lower  import 
quotas  be  set  for  a  fourth  Item,  low-fat  cheese.   Rather 
than  closing  off  imports  —  an  action  that  would  have  been 
more  favorable  to  the  dairy  industry  —  the  President  Instead 
reduced  the  import  quotas  on  each  item,  permitting  all  four 
goods  to  continue  their  competition  with  American  dairy 
products . 

1971 

The  President  next  met  with  dairy  representatives  at 
10:30  a.m.  on  March  23,  1971,  in  the  Cabinet  Room  of  the  White 
House.   Included  in  the  meeting  v;ere  a  delegation  from  the 
dairy  cooperatives  as  well  as  several  Administration  officials, 
including  0MB  Director,  George  Shultz;  Assistant  to  the  President, 
John  Ehrllchn\an;  Deputy  Assistants  to  the  President,  Henry  Cashen 
and  John  Whltaker;  and  Donald  Rice,  Associate  Director  of  OMB. 
Prom  the  Department  of  Agriculture  were  Secretary  Hardin;  Under 
Secretary  Phil  Campbell;  Assistant  Secretaries  Clarence  Palmby 
and  Richard  Lyng;  and  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  William 
Galbraith. 

Contrary  to  allegations  which  have  since  been  made,  the 
meeting  had  been  scheduled  more  than  three  weeks  before  the 
March  12  announcement  on  price  supports  by  Secretary  Hardin. 
As  noted  above,  the  meeting  stemmed  from  an  invitation  first 
extended  on  September  1,  1970  when  the  President  spoke  by 
telephone  to  Harold  Nelson  of  AMPI .   In  January  of  1971, 
Secretary  Hardin  recommended  to  the  White  House  that  the 
meeting  be  placed  on  the  President's  schedule.   Thereafter, 
in  February,  the  White  House  arranged  the  March  meeting. 
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The  President  opened  the  neetlng  by  thanking  the  dairy 
leaders  for  the  support  they  had  given  to  Administration 
policies  and  praised  them  for  their  activism  in  pursuing  goals 
which  were  important  to  them.   The  remainder  of  the  meeting 
Wis  taken  up  ■.;ith  the  dairy  leaders  pleading  their  case  for 
higher  supports  and  with  other  Administration  officials 
expressing  concerns  about  overproduction  and  higher  retail 
prices.   There  was  no  mention  whatsoever  of  campaign  contri- 
butions.  Nor  were  any  conclusions  regarding  dairy  supports 
reached  at  the  meeting,  as  the  President  pressed  the  attendees 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  could  control  overproduction.   Iluch 
was  said  by  the  dairy  representatives  of  the  higher  costs  of 
their  doing  business. 

Prior  to  this  meeting,  a  staff  memorandum  v;as  prepared 
as  a  briefing  paper  for  the  President.   That  paper  briefly 
noted  that  the  dairy  lobby  —  like  organized  labor  —  had 
decided  to  spend  political  money  and  that  Pat  Hillings  and 
Murray  Chotlner  were  involved.   There  was  no  suggestion  that 
the  President  should  give  special  treatment  to  the  dairymen. 
In  fact,  that  same  paper  discussed  in  much  more  detail  the 
pressure  which  was  coming  from  the  Congress  for  higher  supports; 
that  the  Congress  was  acting  at  Speaker  Albert's  instigation; 
that  the  Democratic  leadership  wanted  to  embarrass  the  President; 
and  that  a  bill  for  higher  supports  would  probably  be  passed, 
thus  presenting  the  President  with  a  very  tough  veto  situation. 

There  were  no  other  discussions  between  the  President 
and  the  dairy  industry  representatives  prior  to  the  President's 
decision  on  the  afternoon  of  March  23,  1971. 

There  are  a  number  of  mistaken  notions  with  regard  to  these 
lobbying  efforts  of  the  dairy  Industry.   One  is  that  they  had 
a  substantial  Influence  upon  the  President's  decisions.   That 
is  untrue.   Another  is  that  the  dairy  contributions  represented 
a  substantial  portion  of  the  total  funding  of  the  President's 
re-election  effort.   The  truth  is  that  the  contributions  from 
the  dairymen  amounting  to  some  $'427,000,  constituted  less  than 
one  percent  of  the  total. 

It  should  be  further  noted  that  from  the  perspective 
of  the  dairymen,  their  contributions  to  President  Nixon's 
campaign  organizations  were  not  the  major  focus  of  their 
efforts.   According  to  the  Congressional  Quarterly  of 
March  17,  1973,  reports  publicly  filed  by  the  political 
arms  of  the  cooperatives  show  the  following  total  contri- 
butions by  the  political  arms  of  the  dairy  cooperatives  to 
all  political  candidates  from  April  7,  1972  through 
December  31,  1972: 

ADEPT  $3214,292.58 

CTAPE*  906,2145.00 

PACE  17,650.00 

SPACE  25'4,700.00 

TOTAL  $1,502,887.58 

(*Note:   CTAPE  became  the  major  distribution 
arm  of  the  Associated  Milk  Producers  during 
the  1972  campaign.   Its  parent,  TAPE,  trans- 
ferred funds  to  CTAPE,  which  in  turn  gave 
them  to  the  candidates'  organizations.) 

more 
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The  Congressional  Quarterly  account  reports  that  of  the 
il  5   mUlion  contributed  by  the  dairy  cooperatives  to  political 
car^paigns  after  April  7,  1072,  J95,000«ent  to  support  the    ^  ,; 
candidacy  of  President  Hixon.   Thus,  after  April  7.  1972,     ■ 
President  Nixon's  campaign  received  less  than  one-fifteenth  of 
the  available  funds  distributed  by  the  dairy  trusts.   The  rest 
— '  nor-=  than  $1.4  million  --  flow&d  into  the  canpaigns  ot 
Senate^and  Congressional  candidates  and  to  primary  contestants 
in  the- Democratic  Presidential  race. 

A  Kreat  number  of  the  Congressional  and  Senatorial 
candidates  to  whom  dairy  funds  were  given  were  also  leaders 
in  the  effort  to  legislate  a- taandatory  increase  in  milk 
supports  in  Iteroh  of  1971.   [Note:   Ho  records  are  available 

to  compare  the  contributions  to  Pr^^i^?"'',',^^?""  ^  w^th°the 
April  7.  which  amounted  to  approximately  $33<^,000.  with  the 
contributions  given  to  other  candidates  prior  to  April  7. J 

III.   Consequences  of  President's  Decision 

Although  the  President's  decision  of  March  23rd  was  based 
largely  on  political  realities,  unrelated  to  campaign  contri- 
butions, it  also  proved  to  be  sound  economics.   Here,  in  briet , 
were  the  economic  results: 

Wilk  Production:   One  of  the  continuing  concerns  of  the 
DeparFment  of  Agriculture  is  to  assure  that  milk  supplies  are 
adequate  but  not  excessive.   In  the  ""-1960's   there  was  a 
downward  trend  in  the  production  of  milk  f^°'^  126.9  billion 
pounds  in  1964-65  to  116.5  billion  P°""<ls  in  1969-70.   Supplies 
had  become  sufficiently  low  by  the  late  I960  s  that  Secretary 
Hardin's  decision  to  raise  the  milk  support  level  in  1970  was 
based  in  large  part  upon  his  desire  to  i"<=^^ase.  production. 
The  support  increase  of  38  cents  per  hundredweight  ^fc^r  that 
year  helped  to  end  the  decline  in  production  as  some  11 r . 4 
billion  pounds  of  milk  were  produced  in  the  1970-71  marketin^^ 
year.   The  additl'onal  increase  in  the  support  price  to  $'»;93  as 
a  result  of  the 'March  25th  announcement  provided  still  further 
assurances  against  the  .resumption  of  a  downward  trend  i^  vr°- 
duotlon.   For  the  marketing  year  1971-1972,  the  total  milk 
production  was  119. t  billion  pounds. 

Cost  of  Hilk  to  the  Consumer:  The  average  retail  price 
per  half  gallon  of  milk  has  been  Vising  steadily  since  1965, 
as  shown  by  this_chart: 

il.      1965  'J7.3* 

1966  19.8 

1967  51.7 

1968  53.7 

1969  55.1 

1970  57. f 

1971  58.9 

1972  59.8 

(Yearly  average  retail  price  per  half  gallon 
of  milk  in  leading  cities  of  the  United  States; 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture) 
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Prom  the  view  of  the  consumer,  It  can  be  seen  that  prices 
continued  to  rise,  but  that  the  1971-72  Increase  was  the 
smallest  of  all  the  years  shown  on  the  chart  —  and  was  con-    ' 
Blderably  less  than  the  rate  of  general  Inflation.   These 
reductions  in  the  rate  of  milk  Inflation  In  1971  and  1972 
are  directly  related  to  the  President's  decision  of  March  23 
because  the  announcement  of  March  25  encouraged  the  production 
of  milk  to  a  level  higher  than  It  otherwise  would  have  been. 
Thus,  because  supplies  increased,  market  price  Increases 
have  been  less  than  they  otherwise  would  have  been. 

Cost  of  the  Milk  Support  Program  to  the  Government: 
Net  exp'enditures  for  the  dairy  price  support  program  and 
related  costs  (butter,  cheese,  dried  milk  and  similar 
products)  were  as  follows  for  the  recent  fiscal  years 
(Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Net  Expenditures): 

Fiscal  Year  1970  ~  $  87.2  million 

Fiscal  Year  1971  ~  211). 3  million 

Fiscal  Year  1972  ~  17'J.2  million 

Fiscal  Year  I973  —  116.6  million 

As  can  be  seen,  the  cost  during  the  fiscal  year  in  question  

1972  —  was  considerably  lower  than  the  year  before.   It  dropped 
again  the  following  year. 

Government  Inventories  of  Dairy  Products:   One  of  the 
concerns  of  the  Secretary  or  Agriculture  is  to  ensure  that 
his  Department  has  reasonable  supplies  of  dairy  products  to 
meet  the  goals  of  its  family  feeding  and  child  nutrition 
progrsLms.   At  the  same  time,  the  Secretary  wants  to  avoid 
excessive  production  which  would  tend  to  overload  the 
Department's  stocks.   The  aim  is  thus  to  achieve  a  balance 
in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  stockpiles.   As 
of  January,  1971,  there  was  some  concern  that  the  stocks 
might  fall  too  low  If  production  of  milk  were  reduced.   As 
it  turned  out,  the  butter,  processed  cheese  and  nonfat  dry 
milk  stocks  in  the  CCC  dipped  between  a  high  of  257.9 
million  pounds  to  a  low  of  62.7  million  pounds  during  1971, 
even  with  increased  production  of  milk,  but  it  is  a  virtual 
certainty  they  would  have  been  even  lower  if  the  decision 
had  not  been  made  to  raise  the  parity  level  to  85  percent. 
Here  are  the  figures  for  the  CCC's  uncommitted  inventory  as 
of  January  31  of  each  year:   (in  millions  of  pounds) 


Market  1 
Year 

ng 

Butter 
121.7 

Cheese 
67.9 

Nonfat  Dry 
Milk 

1968 

208. U 

1969 

73.0 

23.1 

221.1 

1970 

35.2 

~ 

116.5 

1971 

61.8 

6.6 

18.7 

1972        37.1        1.9         1.1 

On  the  basis  of  all  four  of  the  indices  above  —  milk 
production,  cost  of  milk  to  the  consumer,  the  cost  of  running 
the  USDA's  milk  support  program,  and  the  quantity  of  inven- 
tories held  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  —  it  would 
appear  that  the  llarch  25th  reversal  of  the  milk  support 
decision  in  fact  proved  to  have  substantial  benefits  for 
all  segments  of  the  Nation's  economy. 
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IV.   Conclusions 


The  Information  contained  in  this  discussion  can  be 
summarized  as  follows : 

Immediately  after  the  Agriculture  Department  first 

announced  on  tiarch  12  that  milk  would  be  supported  at  approxi- 
mately 80  percent  of  parity,  pressures  developed  on  Capitol 
Hill  for  mandatory  legislation  to  increase  the  parity  level 
to  85-90  percent.   Several  of  the  President's  advisers 
believed  that  the  legislation  would  be  enacted  and  that  a 
Presidential  veto  of  such  legislation  would  be  politically 
disastrous  for  Mr.  Nixon  in  several  States. 

—  Except  for  the  fear  that  a  rise  in  supports  would 
create  problems  of  overproduction,  several  advisers  believed 
the  dairymen's  case  to  be  meritorious  due  to  the  rising  costs 
of  fuel,  feed,  and  labor  for  those  producing  dairy  products. 
In  fact,  the  corn  blight  of  1970  considerably  reduced  many 
supplies  of  feed  grain  for  the  1971  marketing  year. 

—  With  the  Congress  putting  "a  gun  to  our  head"  and 
with  his  senior  advisers  supporting  him,  the  President 
decided  that  the  parity  level  should  be  increased  to  85 
percent. 

—  Economically,  the  President's  decision  to  raise  the 
support  level  proved  to  be  sound  and  beneficial  for  the 
Nation. 

—  Vftiile  the  President  had  been  advised  that  the  dairy- 
men  had  decided  to  make  contributions  towards  the  re-election 
effort  of  1972,  this  did  not  influence  the  President's 
decision  to  raise  the  level  of  supports. 


MORE 
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1971  CONGRESSIONAL  BILLS  ON  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


The  following  bills  are  substantially  identical  to  each  other: 

Date 

Introduced 

3/16/71 


Bill 
Number 

H.R.618 


Sponsor(s) 

Smith  (D-Iowa) 
Edmondson  (D-Okla) 
Hungate  (D-Mo) 
Roush  (D-Ind) 
Jones  (D-Tenn) 
Teague  (D-Tex) 
Steiger  (R-Wis) 
Burton  (D-Calif) 
Hamilton  (D-Ind) 
Griffin  (D-riiss) 
Burleson  (D-Tex) 
Burlison  (D-Mo) 
Praser  (D-Minn) 
Ullman  (D-Ore) 
Shipley  (D-Ill) 
.  Randall  (D-Mo) 
Price  (D-Ill) 
Kuykendall  (R-Tenn) 

3/17/71     H.R.62')8   Roncalio  (D-Wyo) 

3/17/71     H.R.6249  Smith  (D-Iowa) 
Poage  (D-Tex) 
Patman  (D-Tex) 
Slsk  (D-Tex) 
Obey  (D-Wis) 
Sikes  (D-Fla) 
Steed  (D-Okla) 
Culver  (D-Iowa) 
Kyi  (R-Iowa) 
Bergland  (D-Mlnn) 
Abbitt  (D-Va) 
Abourezk  (D-S.Dak) 
Kastenmeier  (D-Wis) 
Fascell  (D-Fla) 
Broyhill  (R-N.C.) 

3/17/71     H.R.6250   Smith  (D-Iowa) 
Casey  (D-Tex) 
Hansen  (D-Wash) 
Shriver  (R-Kan) 
Pickle  (D-Tex) 
Pryor  (D-Ark) 
Blanton  (D-Tenn) 
Flowers  (D-Ala) 
Fulton  (D-Tenn) 
Hammerschmidt  (R-Ark) 
Wright  (D-Tex) 
Aspin  (D-Wis) 
Thone  (R-Nebr) 
Daniel  (D-Va) 
Dorn  (D-S.C.) 
Fisher  (D-Tex) 
Edwards  (D-La) 


Purpose 

To  support  the  price 
of  manufacturing 
milk  at  a  level  not 
more  than  90!?  nor 
less  than  85"  of  the 
parity  price  for  the 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  nec- 
essary in  order  to 
assure  adequate 
supply. 
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Date       Bill 

Introduced   Number    Sponsor(s) 


3/17/71 


H.R.6289   O'Konskl  (R-Wls) 


3/18/71 
3/18/71 
3/18/71 


3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 

3/23/71 


3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 


H.R.6412   Zwach  (R-Minn) 

H.R.6t25   Harvey  (R-Mich) 

H.R.6443   Smith  (D-Iowa) 

Abernethy  (D-Mlss) 
Stubblefleld  (D-Ky) 
Purcell  (D-Tex) 
Matsunaga  (D-Hawall) 
Vigorito  (D-Pa) 
Denholm  (D-S.Dak) 
Martin  (R-Nebr) 
Roberts  (D-Tex) 
Halpern  (R-N.Y.) 
Zablockl  (D-Wis) 
McFall  (D-Calif) 
Montgomery  (D-Mlss) 
Johnson  (D-Calif) 
Schwengel  (R-Iowa) 
Anderson  (D-Tenn) 
Watts  (D-Ky) 
Perkins  (D-Ky) 
Riegle  (R-Mich) 
Whitehurst  (R-Va) 

H.R.6534   Hull  (D-Mo) 

H.R.6553  Natcher  (D-Ky) 

H.R.6559   Qulllen  (R-Tenn) 

H.R.6619   Gross  (R-Iowa) 

Scherle  (R-Iowa) 
King  (R-H.Y.) 
Hall  (R-Ho) 

H.R.6621   Jones  (D-M.C.) 
Preyer  (D-N.C.) 
Henderson  (D-N.C.) 
Taylor  (D-N.C.) 
Lennon  (D-N.C.) 

H.R.6632  Long  (D-La) 

H.R.6635  McMillan  (D-S.C.) 

H.R. 661)7  Sebellus  (R-Kan) 

H.R.6650  Stratton  (D-N.Y.) 


Purpose 

To  support  the  price 
of  manufacturing 
railk  at  a  level  not 
more  than  907.  nor 
less  than  05!!  of  the 
parity  price  for  the 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  nec- 
essary in  order  to 
assure  adequate 
supply . 
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Date        Bill 
Introduced   Number 


Sponsor (s ) 


3/23/71     H.R.6657   Young  (D-Tex) 


S/SlJ/ri 

3/2V71 
3/24/71 


3/2t/71 
3/2i)/71 
3/25/71 
3/25/71 
3/25/71 


H.R.6683  Evans  (D-Colo) 

Asplnall  (D-Colo) 

H.R.6691   Hastings  (R-N.Y.) 

H.R.670I   Landrum  (D-Ga) 
Stephens  (D-Ga) 
Brinkley  (D-Ga) 
Stuckey  (D-Ga) 
Thompson  (R-Ga) 
Mathls  (D-Ga) 

H.R.6712  Thompson  (D-N.J.) 

H.R.6727  Nichols  (D-Ala) 

H.R.67't6  Andrews  (D-Ala) 

H.R.6753  Duncan  (R-Tenn) 

H.R.678S   Pryor  (D-Ark) 

Bingham  (D-N.Y.) 
Leggett  (D-Callf) 
Mahon  (D-Tex) 
Melcher  (D-Mont) 
Baker  (R-Tenn) 
Duncan  (R-Tenn) 
Myers  (R-Ind) 
Hlllis  (R-Ind) 
Hanley  (D-N.Y.) 
Gallfianakls  (D-N.C.) 
Brasco  (D-N.Y.  ) 
Collins  (D-Ill) 
Alexander  (D-Ark) 
Kee  (D-W.Va) 
Gallagher  (D-N.J. ) 
Gonzalez  (D-Tex) 
Beglch  (D-Alaska) 
Kyros  (D-Malne) 


Purpose 

To  support  the  price 
of  manufacturing 
milk  at  a  level  not 
more  than  90%  nor 
less  than  85;;  of  the 
parity  price  for  the 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  nec- 
essary in  order  to 
assure  adequate 
supply. 


The  following  bills  are  identical: 
3/18/71     H.R.6357  Abbitt  (D-Va) 


3/22/71      H.R.6502   Thomson  (R-Wis) 


To  support  the  price 
of  milk  at  90%   of 
the  parity  price 
through  purchases 
of  milk  and  milk 
products . 
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SENATE 


Date 
Introduced 

3/16/71 


Bill 
Number 

S.1277 


Sponsor(s) 

Nelson  (D-Wls) 
Mondale  (D-Minn) 
McGee  (D-Wyo) 
Hughes  (D-Iowa) 
Bayh  (D-Ind) 
Burdick  (D-N.Dak) 
Cook  (R-Ky) 
McGovern  (D-S.Dak) 
Stevenson  (D-Ill) 
Eagleton  (D-Mo) 
Tunney  (D-Callf) 
Hartke  (D-Ind) 
Symington  (D-Mo) 
Cranston  (D-Calif) 
Gravel  (D-Alaska) 
Hart  (D-Mlch) 
Harris  (D~Okla) 
Muskle  (D-Malne) 
Moss  (D-Utah) 
Proxmlre  (D-Wis) 
Allen  (D-Ala) 
Long  (D-La) 
Inouye  (D-Hawail) 
Holllngs  (D-S.C.) 
Fulbrlght  (D-Ark) 
Sparkman  (D-Ala) 
Eastland  (D-Mlss) 
Bentsen  (D-Tex) 


Purpose 

To  support  the  price 
of  manufacturing 
milk  at  a  level  not 
more  than  90%   nor 
less  than  85%  of  the 
parity  price  for  the 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  Is  nec- 
essary in  order  to 
assure  adequate 
supply. 


3/19/71 


S.lSglJ  Humphrey    (D-Mlnn) 


###### 
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FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  JANUARY     8,    1974 

Office  of  the  White  House  Press  Secretary 

THE  Wi-nTS  HOUSE  '  ;:  .;    . 

■jr" 

Summitry  -  the  Milk  Price  Decision 


The  Charge 

It  has  bean  publicly  alleged  that  President  Nixon  in  1971,    in  exchange 
for  a  promise  of  political  contributions  from  the  dairy  industry,    ordered  an 
increased  in  the  level  of  Federal  support  prices  for  milk.     That  charge  has 
been  frequently  denied  and  is  totally  false. 


The  Facts 

On  March  12,    1971,    the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  announced  that  the 
price   of  milk   for  the  1971-72  marketing  year  would  be  supported  by  the 
Federal  Government  at  approximately  80  percent  of  parity.     His  announcement 
was  made  in  the  face  of  strong  pressure  from  the  dairy  industry  for  a  support 
level  between  85  and  90  percent  of  parity;  the  industry,    along  with  its  supporters 
in  the  Congress,    argued  that  the  80  percent  level  would  lead  to  underproduction 
and  would  not  represent  a  fair  return  on  farm  investments. 

Subsequent  to  Secretary  Hardin's  announcement,    there  was  a  concerted 
effort  in  the  Congress  to  pass  legislation  forcing  the  President  to  raise  price 
supports  to  a  minimum  of  85  percent  of  parity.     In  the  House  of  Representatives, 
125  Members  introduced  or  co-sponsored  legislation  for  higher  support  prices. 
In  the  Senate,    29  Members  introduced  such  legislation.     Support  for  mandatory 
legislation  came  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,   but  was  predominantly  Democratic. 

On  March  23,    1971,   following  a  meeting  with  representatives  of  the 
dairy  industry  who  argued  the  merits  of  their  case,    and  then  a  meeting  with  key 
advisors  who  agreed  that  the  Congress  would  likely  force  his  hand  the  President 
decided  that  the  milk  support  level  should  be  raised  to  85  percent  of  parity  for 
the  coming  year.     His  decision  was  announced  by  Secretary  Hardin  on  March  25. 

It  is  fallacious  to  suggest  that  the  President's  decision  was  influenced  by 
a  promise  of  political  contributions  from  the  dairy  industry.     The  President  had 
been  informed  of  the  dairy  industry's  intentions  to  raise  funds  for  the  1972 
campaign,   but  he  at  no  time  discussed  the  contributions  with  the  dairy  industry 
and  the  subject  vjas  not  mentioned  in  his  meetings  of  March  23,    1971.     It  is  also 
worth  noting  that  the  ultimate  contributions  by  the  dairy  industry  to  the  Presi- 
dent's re-election  effort    (1)  were  far  less  than  the  industry  leaders  had  hoped 
to  raise;    (2)  were  far  less  than  the  dairy  industry  gave  to  other  candidates  for 
the  House  and  Senate,    including  many  prominent  Democrats;    and    (3)  represented 
less  than  one  percent  of  the  total  contributions  to  President  Nixon's  re-election 
campaign. 


HOW  THE  DECISION  WAS  MADE:      The  President's  action  took  several  factors 
into  account: 

intensive  Congressional  pressure; 

the  economic  merits  of  the  case  itself,  as  presented  by  the 
industry  leaders  in  the  meeting  with  the  President,  and  as 
weighed  by  the  President's  advisors; 

traditional  political  considerations  relating  to  the  needs  of 
the  farm  states, 

MOR  3 
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THE  RESULTS:      The  economic  consequences  of  the  decision  have  been 
beneficial  to  the  entire  couatr/. 

The  price  of  milk  to  the  consumer  did  not  skyrocket,   as  some 
feared.     Rather,   the   price  of  milk  to  the  consumer  in  the 
year  in  question  rose  at  the  lowest  rate  of  recent  years.     It 
also  rose  at  a  rate  significantly  below  the  general  rate  of 
Inflation, 

The  cost  to  the  Government  of  the  milk  price  support  program 
did  not  go  up  as  a  result  of  the  President's  decision.    It 
went  down, 

--         Government  inventories  of  surplus  dairy  products  did  not 

expand.     In  fact,   they  went  down.     No  massive  surplus  was 
created. 

The  level  of  dairy  production  was  ample  to  meet  the  needs  of 
consumers  but  was  not  excessive,  and  thus  did  not  burden  the 
Government  with  special  expenditures. 
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7.2     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,    WITH .ATTACHMENTS 


^  Re:  OpemHbo/j. 


THe  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASH  I NGTON 


X^ 


CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM  FOR: 

SUBJECT: 


001292 


THE  PRESIDENT 

Meeting  with  officers  of  the  Associated 
Milk  Producers,  Incorporated 
September  9,  1970 
12:25  p.m.    (10  minutes) 
Oval  Office 


I. 
U. 


m 


m. 


PURPOSE;      Photo  opportunity. 

A.  Background:       This  open  hour  meeting  was  scheduled 

so  that  a  photograph  could  be  taken  for  publicity- 
purposes.     The  Milk  Producers  had  very  much  hoped 
to  have  you  at  their  convention  last  weekend  in  Chicago. 
Secretary  Hardin  represented  you  and  I^miderstand 
that  you  talked  by  phone  with  the  Chief  Executive, 
Mr.  Harold  Nelson. 


« 


B. 


The  Milk  Producers  have  made  very  significant 
contributions  to  various  koy  Senate  races  in  v.-hich  wc. 
are  interested  this  Fall   fanrirnvim^telv  !^15i;i.Q0O  in 


total).      They  have  also  nledged  S2  miliron  to  the  1Q72 
campaign.  ■■ .    i 


Participants:    Mr.   Harold  S.   Nelson,   General  Manage? 
and  David  L.    Parr,   Special  Assistant  to  the  General 
Manager,   Associated  Milk  Producers,  Incorporated, 
and  Charles  Colson. 


C.        ■    Press  Plan:      OIlie  Atkins  will  take  quick  photographs 
TALKING  POINTS: 


A. 


It  would  be  most  helpful  if  you  would  toll  NoUnn  anH 
Parr  t"hat  you  are  aware  of  their  political  sunnort-- 
What  they  have  alrc-'.dv  done  this  year  to  as°;ist  us  anrf 
whatthey  are  committed  to  rio  in  the  future.      If  they 
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realize  that  you  are  aware  of  what  they  agre  doing, 
it  will  strengthen  very  much  my  hand  in  dealing, 
with  them. 

6.  I  would  suggest  that  you  tell  them  that  von  hone 

you  can  make  some  future  convention  and  that  you 
are  sorry  that  you  had  to  miss  this  one  (according 
to  Cliif  Hardin,   the  Chicago  stadium,  was  -full), 

C.  Tell  them,   as  vou  did  on  the  phone  Satiirdav.   that  voa 

will  be  olad  tQ.meet  with  some  of  their  ke.v  nff-ri^ls 
at  aome  time  in  the  near  future  to  discuss  farm  problems" 
of  particular  interest  to  the  dairymen.      You  might 
also  point  out  that  Cliff  Hardin  has  been  a  very  vigorous 
and  effective  advocate  of  their  problems  and  needs  . 
^  (Hardin,   on  your  behalf,    announced  at  the  Convention 
Saturday  that  the  special  milk  program  woixld  be 
funded  for  this  fiscal  year,    a  program  we  Had  previously 
opposed). 

001^3 

Charles  W.   Colsoa       — 
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CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,    WITH  ATTACHMENTS 


Optsh  Hour 
-  3^  -  Wednesday,  September  9,   I« 


Event  No.   5 


12:25  p.m.  Harold  S.   Nelson,   General  Manager 

to  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc. 

12:35  p.m.  David  L.   Parr,  Special  Assistant  to  Ceneral  Manager 

hli,  Charles  Colsoa 

Mr.  Colson  will  escort  Messrs.  Nelson  and  Parr  into  your  office  for  a 
handshake  and  a  photograph  with  you.     The  Associated  Milk  Producers 
organization  was  formed  in  November  of  1969  as  the  result  of  the  merger 
of  various  other  farm  groups. 

Gifts:  Presidential  Key  Chains 


Event  No.   6  001294 

12:35  p.m.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  H.   Thomas 

to  Dana  Thomas 

12:40  p.m. 
' '  —  •''>*: 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Thomas  and  their  six-year-old  daughter  Da^  will  be 
brougl\t  into  your  office  for  a  handshake  and  a  photograph  with  you, 
Mr.  Thomas  v.-as  present  at  a  previous  Open  Hour  and  was  invited  by 
you  to  return  with  his  daughter  at  some  future  date. 

Gifts:  Mr.  Thomas:         Presidential  Key  Chain 

Mrs.  Thomas:      Presidential  Bow  Pin 
Dana  Thomas:       Apollo  View-Master 


WH 
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7.2     STEPHEN  BULL  MEMORANDUM 
THE  V.'HlTt:  Houss: 

\/.\  3  H  1  r;GTO  N 

V/cdnesday,    September  9,  1''70 
12;C0  Noon 
The  PresLdent's  Office 


ji\  THZ  PRESIDENT: 
C  I 
""•^^  Event  No.    1  001288 

o 

12:00  p.m.  Dr.   Kevin  McCann 

to 

12:10  p.  m. 

Dr.    Kevin  McCann,   who  is  an  old  friend  of  yours,   will  be  th-oujht  into 
your  office  for  a  brief  visit  with  you.     He  v/ill  v/ant  to  discuss  v/itn  vog 
rr>   ^-*3-  decision  to  take  over  the  Presidency  of  the  Freedom  Feur.cgtion. 

"Gift:  RN  Mint  Medallion 

Event  No.   2 


12:1.0  p.m.  Admiral  E.    P.   Holmes,    USN 

to  •     Suprenne  Allied  Commander  (NATO) 

12:15  p.  m.  -  '  and 

Commander  in  Chief,   Atlantic  (US) 
General  James  D.   Hughes 

General  Hughes  will  escort  Admiral  Holmes  into  your  office  for  a  brief 
visit  with  you.     The  purpose  of  the  Admiral's  visit  with  you  is  h->  p?.y  a. 
farc\vpl1   cajl_s_lnc£^°  is   roti  rino  in  Sgntember. 

Gift:  •  Presidentia]  Tip  r.I:i=:n 
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Open  tlour  '    '     '     "" 

W'cdacac'.iy,  Soptcmbcr  9, 


...    3 


12:15  p- Ti- 
to 
12:20  p.m. 


Miss  Cathy  S.   Campbell 
Alex  Buttcrfield 


0 


Mr.   Buttcrficld  will  bring  Cathy  CamcSbell  into  your  office  for  a 
handshake  and  a  photograph  v/ith  you.     Mi«=s  CTmohftll  has  b-rtn  '■vorV'nw' 
i'-i  the  5;.-curi!:v  Fil^y  '='-<-'-t\or.  [r  t^r.  W'.:--^  i-io..;^  but  is   rr'«;ir--; -'n  ^.>- 
.%->  =  !ri'^-»  to  rcturr.  to  Coll""""  t'^  '^h'■1'"l  =  c<.r->'>»''  nt>c'"'*''^_r_Ls_n>»cT^r\n  tn 


•  I .  -'-•'.nee  her  F50  cno-)rV:r.'.t!qs . 
<^       CitS:  Presidential  Bow  Pin 

.     001289 

Event  No,  4 


«        «         :»         ♦ 


Seaman  Patricia  Sargent 

SP  5  Brenda  Davis 

Sgt.   Beverly  Kilby  1 

Sgt.  Susan  West 

lit.  Col.  JohnR.  Sayre 

Major  Leonard  Rice 

Major  Jack  Brennan 

Major  Brennan  will  escort  the  above  group  into  your  office. 

The  Misses  Sargert.   Davis.    Kilbv  ^r\<\  V/est  hold  the  title  of  Miss  Mi'.itary 
Yofrr<  and  are  reorfrserting  th^-'r  resnpctivc  Services   in  »r.  pr^nM^.l  fffgrt 
tr»  cnf-pMrT'T  rTiiUt.-'.rv  personnel  to  exorcise  t^o:r  votirio-   rygQ^V^g^hil-'tv 
by  voting  absentee. 

Gifts:  Men:       Preside/itial  Key  Chains  ..  • 

Women:        Presidential  Bow  Pins 
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Or>cn  Hour 


-  :> 


od;v. 


:y,  5-,^..-.:..r 


X 


liarold  S.   r>'clson,   Gcr.crcl  I>.tana: 


I     12:35  p.  m. 


X 


David  L.    Parr,  SocciaL  Assiitan!.  to  General  Manager 
Mr.  Charles  Colson 


•    Mr.  Colson  'vill  escort  Messrs.  Mclson  and  Parr  into  your  office  for  a 

^    handshake  and  a  photograph  v/ith  you.     The  ^^snri.^<^^.  y-n^  P^o^'.,c?rs 

organization  v/as  formed  in  N'ovcnnber  of  1969  a5  the  result  of  the  merger 
of  various  other  farm  groups.  ^J^Ss-l      S  L  ^^  ^^    '^'^'-- " "'''' 

Presidential  Key  Chains  PAf-tA    {l.*VA    CfllSoVA-Aitl 


Gifts; 


Event  No.   6 


12:35  p.m. 

to 

12:40  p.m. 


001290 


*      *     (?S^-  C^.\l\(!jul[rA  l«'jj 


Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  H.   Thomas 
Dana  Thomas 


T^Tr.    and  Mrs.   Thomas  ?.r.d  their  six-vf^.r-oVl  d^'-iehtor  •n?-ni'  will  be 
brought  into  your  office  for  a  handshake  and  a  photograph  ivith,  you. 
■  Mr.   Thom?.s  \v?-S   arose-'.t  at  a  previous  Onen  Hovr/'.nd  wps '-irvT*:c-d,by 
you  to  return  with  his  d^v-ghter  ?.t  some  future  d?.te. 


Gifts: 


Mr.  Thomas:         Presidential  Key  Chain 
Mrs.   Thomas:      Presidential  Bov/ Pin 
Dana  Thomas:       Apollo  View-Master 
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Open  tio'^r 


V/ediiiiiclay,  September  9,    197.- 


0 


r.orit  No.    7 

12:-i0  p.  ra.  Mr.  l.ynn  Culver 

to  Ml".  Neil  Lev/is 

12;-15p.  m.  Mr.  B'.;rl  Sohlcn 

Mr.  Merlin  Dulch 

Mr.  Earl  Nixon 

Mr.  Robert  Ruddy  (Sen.   Mu.ndt's  Oificel 

The  above-named  group  represents?  the  "Conccrrred  Citizep.s  of   y 
So'-.tS  D;»':ota"  and  v/ill  be  brought  into  your  of  lice  to  present  you 
with  pt't'-tions  of  suoTort  cor.cerr.in?  '.-our  oositiop.  in  Southeast  Asia. 
They  have  collected  over  ZO.OOO  signatures. 

Gifts:  Presidential  Tic  Clasps 


Event  No.   8 


001291 


„-^'2:45  D.  m,  Mrs.  Marie  Kittridge,    Legislative  Chairman, 

f^    -^o  GoldStar  \tothers.   Inc. 

12:55  p.m.  Mrs.  Elva  Newman,  Washington  Representative 

Mrs.  Bettyann  Funk 

These  ladies  represent  the  organization  that  sought  court  action  to 
P iP-b ibit  the  New , Mobe  from  d1?. cir.-r  the  rames  of  their  deceased  so n s 
on  placards  during  the  demor.stratior.s.  Vast  Novpmhcr.     During  that 
November  week-end  they  held  numerous  press  conferences  and  received 
excellent  publicity  that  v/as   favorable. to  v.s..     You  v/rote  Mrs.  Newman 
and  Mrs.    Funk  persor.al  letters  of  aopreciation. 

Gifts:  Presidential  Bow  Pins 


..NOTE:         Cllie  Atkins  will  be  present  to  photograph  each  of  these 
events. 

S:e,phen  Bull 
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7.Z     DAVID  PARR  TESTIMONY.   DECEMBER  21,    1973,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    lZ-14,17 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Conmittee  staff 

Mr.  Parr.   I  believe  Mr.  Colson  was  there. 
Mr.  Weitz.  Anyone  else? 

Mr.  Cashen? 

Mr.  Parr.  No. 
f'^Mr.  Weitz.  Did  Mr.  Colson  bring  you  in  to  meet  the  Presi- 
dent? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  believe  that  would  be  correct. 

Mr.  Weitz.  This  was  the  first  time  that  you  met  with  the 

President? 

Mr.  Parr.  President  Nixon,  yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Yes? 

Mr.  Parr.   (Nods  in  the  affirmative.) 

Mr.  Weitz.  What  discussed? 

Mr.  Parr.  Well.  Mr.  Nixon  —  do  you  mean  to  tell  you  the 

discussion? 

Mr.  Weitz.  Yes.  Who  said  what? 

Mr.  Parr.  Well,  Mr.  Nixon  said  ~  the  first  thing  we  did 

was  got  our  picture  taken  with  him. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Just  the  three  of  you? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Not  Mr.  Colson? 

Mr.  Parr.  No. 

And  the  second  thing  that  happened,  he  got  on  his  yellow 

cabinet  I  sic]  and  we  all  sat  down  and  he  said,  you  people  must  have 
real  good  organization.   I  have  heard  some  very  good  things 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 

House  Judiciary  Connnit tee  staff 

14 

about  it.   I  know  that  you  tried  every  way  in  the  world  to  get 

me  to  come,  and  I  understand  that  you  had  a  successful  meeting. 

And  when  is  your  next  one?  I  want  to  be  there.   I  believe  was 

the  right  word. 

And  I  believe  we  told  him  that  our  next  one  would  of  coursfe 

be  1971,  and  that  we  did  not  really  want  him  to  come. 

Then  he  said,  well,  I  do  not  understand  that. 

We  said,  we  want  you  to  come  in  1972,  and  we  will  have  it 
in  Los  Angeles,  and  we  will  have  it  in  the  Coliseum  and  we  will 
have  100,000  people.  And  if  you  don't  come  we'll  get  the  Demo- 
crat. 
I     And  that's  when  he  said,  no,  I  want  to  come  in  '71. 

I     Now,  we  were  sort  of  joshing  with  him  then. 


Mr.  Weitz.   In  fact,  you  hoped  he  would  come  to  your  '71 
convention,  did  you  not? 

Mr.  Parr.   Well  ~ 

Mr.  Weitz.  You  would  have  taken  him  any  time,  would  you 
not  have? 

Mr.  Parr.   Certainly.   Oh,  certainly. 

And  in  ' 72  we  could  have  had  quite  a  number  of  people  at 
our  meeting. 

Mr.  Weitz.  You  mentioned  that  because  you  were  trying  to 
impress  him  with  the  growth  of  the  organization? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Of  course,  we  were  not  thinking  about  California,  really. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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we  want  you  to  know  we  want  to  support  you? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes,  I  am  sure  we  did  that,  because  we  faced  up 
to  the  facts  that  he  was  very  popular  out  in  the  Midwest. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  you  discuss  any  problems  or  substantive 
policies  with  him,  dairy  policies,  dairy  problems? 

Mr.  Parr.  Well,  I  think  we  were  there  about  15  or  20  min- 
utes, and  we  tried  to  give  him  a  bird's  eye  view  of  the  cooper- 
ative, of  what  milk  was.   And  I  just  do  not  remember  all  of  the 
discussion  we  had.   In  other  words,  it  was  a  very  light-veined 
type  of  discussion.   It  was  the  first  time  we  had  ever  seen 
him,  the  first  time  I  had  ever  seen  him. 

Mr.  Weitz.  He  appeared  knowledgeable,  though,  about  your 
organization  and  activities? 

Mr.  Parr.  He  complimented  us  on  the  type  of  organization 

we  had. 

Mr.  Weitz.   So  apparently  he  had  been  informed  of  what  you 

were  doing  and  what  the  organization  was? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes,  sir.   I  guess  so. 

Mr.  Weitz.   After  that  meeting  did  you  have  any  meetings 
with  Mr.  Colson  in  the  fall,  by  the  end  of  the  year,  about  set- 
ting up  a  meeting  with  the  President  and  other  dairy  leaders? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  have  forgotten  how  we  proceeded  to  this  when 
I  first  knew  we  were  going  to  have  a  meeting  with  the  President. 
But  it  seems  to  me  it  was  sometime  in  January  that  ~  It  seems 
like  to  me  that  Mr.  Harrison  visited  with  the  Administration 
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8.      On  September  16,  1970  Charles  Colson  vrrote  a  memorandum  to  John 
Dean  saying  that  a  group  that  provides  strong  political  and  financial 
backing  had  asked  for  information  regarding  limitations  on  campaign 
contributions.   Colson  asked  Dean  to  get  a  quick  reading  from  the  Justice 
Department  because  Colson  did  not  want  to  keep  the  group  hanging  and  their 
funds  were  needed.   At  the  bottom  of  the  carbon  copy  of  the  memorandum 
is  the  handwritten  name  and  telephone  number  of  Bob  Isham,  the  AMPI 
comptroller. 
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■   0   1     rPAPLK!^  COLSON  MEMORANDUM.   SEPTEMBER  16.    1970.    WITH  ATTACHMENT 

■  G     U 

s    v^  -J 

Septomlior  16,   1970 
IHGH  PRIOraTY-  EYES  ONLY 

MEMORAMDUM  FOR  JOHN  DEAN 

A  group  that  otroEsly  backs  us  politically  and  financially  has  raised 
a  quostica  v/ith  mc  as  to  svhethsr  or  not  tbe  Corrupt  Practices  Act 
precludes  thc-;n  from  giving  more  than  $5,  000  to  a  candidate.     Their 
rca<llng  of  the  Act  i3  that  they  cannot. 

"What  they  have  is  a  trust  arrangement  patterned  almost  identically 
after  the  COPS  system.     They  collcct.many  small  contributions 
from  their  members.     The  funds  go  into  a  trust  and  are  then  disbursed 
by  the  trustees.    I  have  told  them  that  they  can  give  up  to  the  statutory 
ceillns  to  any  number  of  committees,   but  they  read  the  statute,  however, 
as  putting  a  $5,  000  ceilinj  on  any  contributions,   direct  oi"  indirect, 
from  any  person  or  group  of  persons  to  any  individual  candidate. 

1  took  a  quick  look  at  the  statute,  but  I  don't  v/ant  to  rely  on  my  own 
reading  of  it.     I'd  like  an  authoritative  answer.    All  I  can  say  is,  I 
must  be  right  and  they  must  be  wrong,  because  we  Icnow  that  in  many 
campaigns  much  more  than  §5,  000  has  been  given  to  candidates  by  COPS 
and  others,   and,   of  course,  many  of  cur  contributors  by  using  diiicreat 
committees  did  much  more  in  1963  than  $5,000.     Can  you  gat  a  quick 
reading  on  this  from  Justice,   because  I  am  obligated  to  get  back  by 
phone  thas  week  to  this  group,  and  I  do  not  v/aut  to  keep  'hem  hanging,  . 
inasmuch  as  ws'Jieed  their  funds. 
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Charles  W.  Colson 
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8. 1     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,   SEPTEMBER  16,    1970,   WITH  ATTACmiEflT 
Jo!m  I>i.rn  .'-a'/s: 

There  is  no  lin-ilation  on  the  dollar  nmount  under  the   Corrupt  T'r; dices 

Act  when  the  disU-i'jution  or  contrihuUon  is  given  to  state  or  local  coi-nniilte 

or  an  organization  in  the  District  of  Columbia  --  in  other  words,  ,    there  is 

no  limitation. 
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8. 1     ATTACHMENT  TO  CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM 


Mr.  Isham  said  he  had  resolved  this  earlier 
but  appreciated  your  message*. 
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'  8.2     BOB  LILLY  TESTIMONY.   NOVEMBER  14,    2973,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    4-5 
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1965.   In  1965,  I  was  employed  by  North  Texas  Producer's  Associa- 
tion, a  dairy  co-operative  headquartered  at  Arlington,  Texas. 
In  1967,  at  the  formation  of  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  the  North 
Texas  Producers  Co-operative  became  a  part  of  AMPI,  along  with 
other  co-operatives  in  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Kansas,  Arkansas,  Tenn- 
essee and  New  Mexico  with  approximately  12,000  members. 

Later  in  1968,  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  AMPI,  was 
formed  with  approximately  30,000  members,  and  in  time  grew  through 
consolidation  to  its  present  size  of  about  40,000  members.   I 
served  as  an  Assistant  to  the  General  Manager  of  MPI  and  AMPI 
until  early  1972,  when  there  was  a  change  in  management. 

Since  that  time,  I  have  served  in  my  present  capacity. 
Mr.  Weitz.   Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lilly,  what  were  the  positions  of  Mr.  Nelson_  What  was 
the  position  of  Mr.  Nelson  during  the  period  of  1967  forward? 

Mr.  Lilly.  He  was  General  Manager  of  Milk  Producers,  Inc., 
and  later  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  until  early  1972, 

January,  1972. 

Mr.  Weitz.   If  you  have  no  objection,  I  think  we  can  refer 
altematly  [sic]  to  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  as  MPI,  and  Associated  Milk 
Producers,  Inc.  as  AMPI,  and  TAPE,  T-A-P-E.  and  Committee  for 
TAPE  either  TAPE  or  CTAPE. 

Mr.  Lilly.   That  is  fine.   That  would  be  easier  for  me. 
Mr.  Weitz.   Can  you  tell  me  what  position  Mr.  Isham,  I-s-h- 
a-m,  held  during  that  period? 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  judiciary  Committee  staff 


(195) 


8.2     BOB  LILLY  TESTIMONY,   NOVEMBER  14,    197 Z,    SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 
4-5 ' 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 

House  Judiciary  Conmiittee  staff  ^ 

Mr.  Lilly.   Yes.  Mr.  Isham  held  the  position  for  Comptroller 
for  AMPI  during  the  entire  period  until  a  change  in  management 
in  1972,  and  following  that,  at  about  that  time,  or  shortly 
thereafter,  he  was  named  as  Associate  General  Manager  and  was 
replaced  as  Comptroller,  and  was  one  of  the  Associate  General 
Managers  to  the  current  or  present  General  Manager,  George 
Mehren. 

Mr.  Weitz.  M-e-h-r-e-n? 
Mr.  Lilly.  M-e-h-r-e-n. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  was  the  other  Associate  General  Manager,  or 
at  that  time  who  was? 

Mr.  Lilly.   At  that  time  and  presently  still  is  Associate 
General  Manager.   A.  L.  McWilliams.  M-c-W-i-1-l-i-a-m-s . 

Mr.  Weitz.   Is  there  a  second  General  Associate  Manager 
at  this  time? 

Mr.  Lilly.   Not  since  Mr.  Isham  left  AMPI  several  months 
ago.   He  resigned  and  there  has  been  no  replacement  for  him  in 
the  Associate  General  Manager's  squad. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  Mr.  Isham  also  hold  a  position  with  MPI? 
Mr.  Lilly.   He  held  the  Comptroller  position  with  MPI. 
Mr.  Weitz.   So  both  with  MPI  and  AMPI? 
Mr.  Lilly.   Right. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Can  you  tell  us  the  position  or  positions  that 
Mr.  David  Parr,  P-a-r-r,  held  from  1967  forward? 

Mr.  Lilly.   This  is  rather  difficult.   He  was  rather 
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9.      In  the  fall  of  1970,  at  Haldeman's  direction,  Colson  began 
coordinating  outside  funding  activities  for  various  White  House  projects 
including  the  use  of  a  VJashington,  D.C.  public  relations  firm  to  place 
advertisements  and  undertake  other  activities  in  support  of  Administration 
policies.   The  project  contemplated  the  use  of  "front"  organizations. 
Colson  stated  that  some  friends  had  retained  a  public  relations  outfit 
which  gave  them  the  financial  resources  to  do  things  for  the  White  House. 
Colson  stated  in  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman  that  once  the  project  was  fully 
set  up,  the  White  House  would  have  available  about  $100,000  per  year 
through  this  resource.  During  1971  and  1972  the  Washington,  D.C.  public 
relations  firm  of  Wagner  &  Baroody  placed  advertisements  in  the  name  of 
various  private  groups  in  support  of  Administration  policies. 
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9.1     H.R.   HALDEMAN  MEMORANDUM,   AUGUST  7,    1970 


'iiir.  \Vi!  i'l  i:  ;;o';:'.r. 


Awgwz'L  7,  V;10 


MEMORANDUM  I'OR: 


KIR..    COJ.SON 
MR.   DENT 
MR.   KLEIN^ 
MR.   MAGRUDER 


As  we  develop  our  various  outside  pi'ojccts,    it  becomes 
obvious  that  a  lack  of  coordination  v.'ith  regard  to 
financial  resources  has  caused  an  overburdening  of 
some  potential  resources,   v/nile  totally  neglecting  others. 
In  order  to  remedy  this  situation,   I  propose  that  Chuck 
Colson  be  placed  in  the  position  of  coordinator  for 
contacting  these-  individuals.     This  will  prevent  several  of 
you  who  have  projects  going  at  the  same  time  from 
approaching  the  sa.Tie  person  and  thereby  decreasing  the 
effectiveness  of  our  overall  effort. 

If  there  is  a  problem  with  this,  get  together  with  Chuck 
and  work  out  another  solution,  otherwise  let's  consider 
this  standard  operating  procedure  for  the  future. 


H.R  A 


// 


/. 


HALDEMAN 


(^nf ;  r;i  i  A'";  :  .'  a 


C^'-.,'..^y :      ■'-■-■■      J/P  w^ 


. 'V-' — ■'.  ..-C-^ 


t-^:'  ■ 
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August  18,  1970 


MEMDRANDUM  FOR:     Mr.  Haldeman 

Mr.  Klein 


FROM:  Jeb  S.  Magruder 


With  reference  to  your  August  7  memorandum  regarding  better  coordina- 
tion of  financial  resources ,  I  think  it  is  an  excellent  idea  to  coordinate 
this  function  in  Chuck  Colson's  shop.   As  you  point  out,  it  will  eliminate 
the  embarrassment  that  comes  when  two  White  House  staff  members  approach 
the  same  person  at  the  same  time  on  two  different  projects. 

There  is,  however,  one  point  that  should  be  noted;  this  office  is  charged 
with  the  responsibility  for  advertising  campaigns  such  as  those  relating 
to  ABM,  the  Gallup  poll,  and  the  anti-war  amendments.   I  am  assuming 
that  we  will  want  to  continue  these  projects  when  important  issues  develop. 
I  think  we  should  be  very  careful  in  the  use  of  these  ads  and  that  they 
should  only  be  done  when  they  have  direct,  beneficial  results  to  the 
President.   These  projects  run  into  considerable  expenditure.   Often  we 
will  finance  them  by  quick  calls  to  potential  donors,  but  since  there 
usually  is  little  or  no  lead  time,  sometimes  we  get  a  project  paid  for  and 
sometimes  not.   Chuck  would  have  the  same  problem;  for  example,  if  on 
Monday  we  determined  that  an  ad  had  to  run  on  Friday,  Chuck  would  have 
just  a  few  days  to  find  the  right  donor. 

Therefore,  I  propose  that  we  increase  our  fund  at  the  RNC  by  $200,000 
per  year  so  that  money  will  be  on  hand  and  available  for  projects  such  as 
these.  As  you  are  aware,  we  have  a  fund  of  this  type  for  nailing  pur- 
poses. The  $200,000  figure  is  one  I  selected  based  on  the  relative  pri- 
orities within  the  Administration.   Considering  expenditures  for  many  of 
our  activities,  this  figure  would  seem  to  be  well  within  the  limits  for  the 
type  of  exposure  the  advertising  could  bring  us  if  done  correctly.   This 
will  result  in  a  more  efficiently  run  advertising  program  and  will  eliminate 
the  frantic  calls  to  donors  when  it  is  determined  that  such  a  project  might 
be  undertaken. 


Confidential 
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This  would  also  help  prevent  a  problem  that  could  easily  develop  in  our 
advertising  efforts.   It  is  becoming  apparent  that  we  have  to  become 
much  more  careful  in  dealing  with  agencies  than  we  have  been.   By  fund- 
ing through  the  RNC  and  using  them  as  our  "front",  we  can  be  assured  if 
they  are  caught  it  would  not  have  the  same  impact  as  it  would  if  we  were 
put  In  the  same  position. 

JSM:RCO:ger 
bcc:  Mr.  Colson 
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9. p.     JEB  MAGRUDER  MEMORANDUM.  AUGUST  18,    1970 


MSMOrti^I-IDUM  TOIX:  MPv.   IIALDSM'AN 


FROM: 


With  raieranca  to  your  August  7  memoranduin  re^arciag  batiar  coordiaa- 
tion  of  financial  rsso.xrces,   I  thi.-.l^  it  is  an  e:tceUanfc  idaa  to  coordjaata 
this  faactioQ  in  Qiack  Colaon's  shop,     As  you  point  out,   it^jill  elimicata 
the  embarrassment  that  coir-23  'Vasa  t^iTO  V/hlia  Kouae  staif  membera 
approach  the  same  person  at  Aa  name  tiuieoon  two  diffarsnfc projects. 

There  is,  however,   one  point  that  ohould  be  noted;    thia  office  is  charssd 
^ith  the  responsibility  for  advertising  campaigns  such  as  those  relating 
to  ABM,  the  Gallu?  ooll,   and  the  anti-war  amdnOjnnenis-     I  am  assuming 
that  wa  Tvill  want  to  coatinae  thasa  projects  when  important  issues  develop. 
1  think  we  should  be  very  careful  in  the  us^  o£  these  ads  and  that  they 
should  only  be  done  when  they  have  direct,   beneficial  results  to  the 
President,     These  projects  run  into  considerable  errpenditure.     Oitsa -we 
will  finance  them  by  quick  calls  to  potential  donors,   but  since  thera 
usually  is  little  or  no  lead  time,    sometimes  we  Z^c  a  project  paid  for  and 
sometimes  not.     Chuck  would  have  the  same  problem;  for  example,   if  on 
Monday  we  determined  that  an  ad  had  to  r-jn  on  Friday,    Chuci<:  would  have      ■ 
just  a  fe'V  days  to  find  the  rijnt  conor. 

Tliorefore,   I  propose  tliat  ^vs  increase  our  f'-und  at  the  T^^lC  by  $200,  CGO 
per  year  so  that  money  vriil  be  on  ii-\nd  n.nd  available  for  projects  such  as 
these-     As  you  are  aware,  we  hnva  a  fund  of  tliis  t-_!~>s  for  maiUng  pur- 
r-oses.     The  $200,  000  fi^-ive  is  one  I  selected  b?.3ed  on  the  relative  pri- 
orities within  tlie  Administration,     Considering  e-.-penditurea  for  many  o£  ■ 
oar  activities,   this  ii-ure  would  seem  to  be  well  within  the  limits  for  th^  . 
tvTss  of  e;<po3ure  the  advertising  could  brinj  us  ii  aone  correctly.     This 
^.iU  r-^ult  in  a  more  efficiently  run  advertising  pro-ram  and  will  climirata 
.   the  fra-tic  c-.".  -  c-.or..  -,v:..-i  -  : .  .:-:Kr-...l  ib^t  such  u  proj-ct  mi-it 
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9.2     JEB  MAGRUDER  MEMORANDUM.   AUGUST  18 .    1970 


fu; 


advorxijin-  oliorU.     ^  i,i  i.^ccr.ii^j  ..pvar^ni  ili.t  r..^  have  to  bacome 

in-  tli-ou.u  tiia  Il>;C  and  u^iu^  th^i  ^3  our  ^:^o:lt^    -.va  caa  b^assa^/i^ 
t^sy  ars  caught  it  ^oiiid  not  h^va  the  cxfna  imoa:  ■  -n  ii  vyould  if  v^re  w-ra 
put  in  tlia  saxnd  posiiioa. 


JSIv/I:RCO:ger 


J^o:  ^}Vi.&Mj^y 
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SECRET     '  September  15,  1970 


ME>BaRANDUM  FOR  H.  R.  HALDEMAN 

John  Brown  has  advised  me  that  there  Is  some  question  over  one  of 
the  recommendations  in  Magruder's  memo  to  you  of  the  18th  regarding 
outside  funding.  Let  me  attempt  to  clarify  it  in  the  following  way. 

1.  I  will  coordinate,  as  you  have  directed,  all  outside  funding  activities 
so  that  there  will  be  one  central  point  for  soliciting  money  from  our 
friends  for  support-type  activities.   I  have  been  doing  this  in  recent 
weeks . 

2.  Jeb  recommends  that  a  budget  be  established  at  the  RNC  of  $200,000 
per  year  which  we  can  draw  upon  for  urgent  needs,  especially  when 

we  don't  have  time  to  go  out  and  solicit  funds  for  a  particular  project. 
Contrary  to  Jeb's  memo,  the  RND  [sic]  should  not  be  a"front."  My  idea 
of  this  is  that  they  would  simply  pay  bills,  or  better  yet,  funnel  money 
through  outside  organizations  especially  where  there  is  no  reporting 
requirement.   In  other  words,  if  we  need  a  quick  ad  run  by  the  Citizens 
Committee  for  something  or  other,  we  would  draw  the  money  out  of  the 
RNC  budget  and  funnel  it  through  the  Citizens  Committee.  The  idea 
here  is  not  to  get  the  RNC  publicly  involved  at  all  but  simply  to  have 
a  kitty  available. 

3.  I  have  arranged  for  a  public  relations  firm  here  in  town  to  do  things 
on  our  behalf.  They  handled  much  of  the  ABM  effort  financially  and 
also  are  subsidizing  the  overhead  of  Americans  for  Winning  the  Peace. 
Some  of  our  friends  have  retained  this  outfit  and  essentially  this  gives 
them  the  financial  resources  to  do  things  for  us.  Once  this  is  fully 
set  up  we  will  have  available  through  this  resource  about  ?100,000 

a  year!  These  funds  can't  be  used  for  direct  media  expenses  because 
these  would  not  be  deductible  to  the  public  relations  firm.   They  can 
be  used,  however,  to  put  people  on  their  payroll,  pick  up  travel  ex- 
penses, mailing,  editorial,  graphic  and  other  media  preparation 
expenses.   That's  how  we  handled  the  ABM  effort.  This  firm  also 
distributed  material  and  worked  with  friendly  columnists  in  getting 
out  anti-Heard  material.   They  were  exceedingly  effective  and  pro- 
vided a  perfect  cover  for  us. 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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'   9.3     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM.    SEPTEMBER   75,    1970 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

If  the  foregoing  resolves  any  questions  In  your  mind,  I  will  see  that 
this  is  Implemented. 


Charles  W.  Colson 


cc:  John  Brown    ^ 
Jeb  Magruder  v^ 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Comnlttee  staff 
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■9..S  CHARLFS  COLSON  MEMORANDUM.   SEPTEMBER  16,    1970,    1-2 


SKCi'.riT  i-eptc!mbc;v  15,  1971) 


Joha  £5rovrn  h.'-.  r.dvia'i'I  r.-v*  thnt  thcro  is  rio^ns  question  over  one  ct 
the  rccori^rr-.ot'.-'j-.tior.D  in  z  'j'.fjruder'o  n^onio  r.ci  you  ox  the  IGth  ro,:;r-rGtn5 
outside  fatLdi:-;^.      Let  rn;:  a-iter.-.pt  to  clarify  it  in  tho  lollov/ing  \v:i;-. 

1.  I  v/iU  coordinate;,  ac  you  have  diractec',  ell  outsldo  funding  actlvitica 
so  that  thc-re  '.vill  'oc  or:o  ccntrsl  point  ior  aolicitini;  rr-oncy  fro-.-n  our 
friends  for  support-tj'-po  activities.  I  havo  faccn  doinj;  tb.is  ia  recent 
weeks. 

2.  Jeb  recorrrrr.or.ds  t'.iat  a  budtjst  be  e3tabllr,liod  at  the  RIs^C  of  02CO,  000 
j                                   per  year  v.hich  we  can  rtr^.v/  upon  for  ui-jr.-r.t  r.ceds,    especially  wiien 

■i^  •                        wc  .don't  have  tiiv.'j  '.o  ^.o  out  and  r.oUclt  iVndu  for  a  particular  prcjecc. 

-1  Contrary  to  Job's  i-.cnin,   ti'c  PJ-!D  r>rr.:.:ld  not  be  a  "front. "    :  Ty  idea 

■j  of  this  ia  that  they  v.-ou!.d  £:ir--.nly  pay  blUn,   cr  br-ttcr  yet,   funr.el  irioncy 

S=)  throu;;;?!  o'jtsido  or:'.-nir.atio;i3  cjyjecir.ll;,'-  v.-h-.:ra  thcva  is  no  raportia'3 

1  rcc!uirc--ttr.t.     In  ot'.ier  vorda,    I;  v/c  n-.-^cd  a  quick  ad  run 'ly  tl-.o  CItiaens 

'  I     '  Corr>i\ntt--c  for  T.orcc:i\\\\\z  c''  othcj-,   v/s  wo'sM  dr::v/  thfl  money  nwt  o:  tho 

'jh  V-.l\C  bud-ct  rnd  f.mnel  it  throu-h  tho  Citin^ms  Commit;-r:e.     'ib.-^  iina 

i  ■                         here  is  no:  zo  '"et  the  RMC  r.abiicly  involved  at  all  but  cirr.ply  to  have 

j  a  hitty  availnclc. 


T 


-  .3,1  have  arranged  for  a  po.blic  rclacioaG  liri'n  here  in  iox.-n  to  do  thlnt^ 

!  on  our  br.h-lu     VliC-y  handled  much  of  ti'.e  .'-.nr-.l  cfJort  financially  and 

'■^  al.no  arc  cu'-.r '.dir.in-;  tha  overhead  of  /v.-ericans  for  Vinnin;^  the  Vcace. 

i.  Some  of  CUV  frlcr>d;-  hive  rr'r.ined  f.-.i.r:  o;t-'it  and  caocntially  th.ir.   ^'ivs-.a 

T  thcni  ti^e  iir-.ncie!  re:-:ureoy  to  do  thi;~-:v  inr  uy.     Once  this  is  f-.Tlly 

■t  aet  uo,   ^vc  will  \\-.\-r.  f.-,T'-'."-.',e  throu'Ji  this  reooarcc  :ibout  £100,0'''} 

^  a  vo?r,     Th-:ro  fLinrh:  cra'r  be  ur:-;;i  ;^r  rhr^'ct  r v?via  c::r,:noc;:  b:-;:au.:;e 
th:!30  would  ;!ot  b.^  ''^-'uejiixV  io  t'^c  ^juhvic  rc'nllons  iirni.     Th>^y  can 


C  ^" 


.z*  z  !'";■■  '-■■^■'  h^'-nll'-'l  1"  ^:   ■'  .'  •      o"t^^;-.L.      i:.!::  iir;vx  :  :  ^o 


^■■i 
,(•?.'  ^  ^ 
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9..S     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,   SEPTEMBER  IS,   1970.    1-2 


11  the  forcsolt!.';!;  rocftlvoa  any  qusntions  in  your  mmd,  I  will  BQp  that 
tliia  io  in-.plariicntcd.  s.   .    .'* -.i-.-  . -■  . 


CharloB  V^'',   Colson 


CCS    John  Brown   •    ; ,  > 
.;  1  '   Jeb  Mag  rude  r  ^.'^ 
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9.4    jmKPM  BApmny  APFrmvTT^  January  .w,    1974 

AFFIDAVIT    OF    JOSEPH    BAROODY 
I,    JOSEPH   BAROODY,    being   duly   sworn,    hereby   depose 


and   say : 


Since  1970  I  have  been  employed  in  the  public  affairs 
consulting  firm  of  Wagner  and  Baroody,  1100  Seventeenth  Street, 
N.vr.  ,  Suite  712,  Washington,  D.C.   The  consulting  services  which 
my  firm  renders  consist  of  representing  clients  affected  by 
Federal  Government  actions. 

From  October,  1970,  to  January  1972,  my  firm  was  retained 
for  consulting  services  by  the  Associated  Milk.  Producers,  Incorpo- 
rated for  a  fee  of  $2,500  per  month.   This  consulting  relationship 
was  initiated  with  the  assistance  of  the  law  firm  of  Reeves  and 
Harrison  of  Washington,  D.C,  of  which  Marion  Harrison,  Esq-  is 
a  partner.   I  have  met  Mr.  Marion  Harrison  on  tv;o  or  three  occa- 
sions.   Mr.  Charles  Colson,  former  special  assistant  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  was  aware  that  my  firm  represented 
AI-IPI.   It  was  my  understanding  that  my  firm  was  expected  to  look 
for  v/ays  in  which  we  could  advance  the  interests  of  AJNIPI.   At  no 
time,  however,  was  I  -  or  was  any  other  person  in  my  firm  -  con- 
nected in  any  v;ay  with,  or  aware  of,  any  discussions  between 
representatives  of  A.MPI  and  the  Administration  concerning  either 
milk  price  supports  or  possible  contributions  to  the  1972  Presi- 
d?2ntial  Campaign  Fund. 
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2^ jm^KPH  RARnnnv  affwavtt^  January  ^n,   la^^ 

-2- 
I  have  been  personally  acquainted  v/ith  Mr.  Charles 
Colson  for  several  years.   In  the  latter  part  of  August  or  the 
first  part  of  September,  1971,  Mr.  Colson  telephoned  me  and 
told  me  that  the  VJhite  House  had  an  urgent  need  for  $5,000  and 
he  asked  me  to  lend  him  this  cimount  for  a  short  period  of  time. 
He  did  not  tell  me  why  the  money  v/as  needed.   I  gathered  this 
sum  together  from  my  personal  funds  ($1,500  to  $2,000)  and  from 
funds  ($3,000  to  $3,500)  which  had  previously  been  given  to  me 
by  Mr.  Colson' s  office  to  use  in  preparing  television  responses 
to  a  Common  Cause  statement  on  ending  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia. 
The  next  day  I  put  $5,000  in  an  unmarked  envelope  and  took  it  to 
Mr.  Colson' s  office  in  the  Executive  Office  Building.   Mr.  Colson 
told  me  to  take  the  money  to  an  office  and  give  it  to  a  person 
v/hom  I  would  find  there.   I  v/ent  to  the  office  I  had  been  told  to 
go  to  and  gave  the  money  to  a  man  \vhom  I  did  not  know  but  whom 
I  now  believe  to  have  been  Egil  Krogh,  Jr. 

Tv70  or  three  weeks  afterv/ards,  I  received  another  tele- 
phone call  from  Mr.  Colson' s  office.   I  was  told  that  I  could  be 
repaid  by  going  to  Mr.  George  Webster,  Esq. ,  an  attorney  whose 
office  was  on  Jefferson  Place,  N.V7.  ,  in  Washington,  D.C.   At  the 
time  I  v/as  wholly  unaware  that  Mr.  VJebster  was  engaged  in  fund 
raising  activities  in  connection  v/ith  the  President's  re-election 
effort.   Soon  after  receiving  the  call,  I  went  to  Mr.  v;ebster's 
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9.4    jnRKPJ^  mmnnv  affidavit,  JANUARY  30,  1974 

-3- 
office.   He  was  not  in.   I  identified  nyself  to  a  receptionist 
v7ho  went  to  a  nearby  desk,  opened  a  drav/er  and  pulled  out  an 
unmarked  envelope  v/hich  she  handed  to  me.   The  envelope  con- 
tained $5,000  in  cash. 

In  June  of  1972,  Mr.  Colson  called  me  on  the  telephone 
and  told  me  that  it  appeared  that  the  $5,000  might  have  been  used 
to  finance  the  September  1971  break- in  of  the  offices  of  Dr.  Lewis 
Fielding,  the  psychiatrist  of  Dr.  Daniel  Ellsberg.   The  purpose 
of  I4r.  Colson"  s  call  was  to  establish  the  date  of  the  loan  so  as 
to  determine  whether,  in  fact,  the  funds  could  have  been  used  for 
that  purpose. 


In  the  Spring  of  1972  I  received  $22,000  from  Mr.  Colson*  s 
office  to  place  advertisements  in  several  major  newspapers  through- 
out the  United  States  supporting  President  Nixon's  military 
directives  in  entering  the  country  of  Cambodia.   Subsequently, 
the  advertising  project  was  suspended  and  this  money  was  returned 
by  me  to  Mr.  Colson' s  office.   Thereafter,  it  was  decided  that  the 
advertisements  would  be  placed  on  a  sm.aller  scale  and  I  was  given 
approximately  $6,8  00  with  which  to  defray  the  costs  of  the  reduced 
program. 

The  instances  referred  to  previously  hsrein  are  the  only 
ones  in  v;hich  I  have  raceived  vrn.ite  House  fuv.a.c.. 


From  Aug 


ust  of  1971  to  the  Spring  of  1972,  I  worked  with 


(209) 


'  g.^     JOSEPH  BAROOnr  AFFIDAVIT.    JANUARY  30,    1974 

-4- 

a  committee  called  "Citizens  for  a  New  Prosperity".   its  functioa 
v;as  to  place  advertisements  and  hold  press  conferences  to  build 
support  for  the  economic  policies  err.bodied  in  the  Economic  Stabi- 
lization Act  and  Phases  I  and  II.   The  Committee  was  bipartisan; 
its  two  principal  officers  v/ere  Hobart  Lewis  and  former  Treasury 
Secretary  Fowler. 


L: 


7  ^^  /^         -^ 


DATE  I       (■4>.        yC^    /  ^y/  SIGHATURE  {  /-,  /j , '    7^J^-^ ,  ../ 


K^  //'Joseph  Baroody,-^ 


Subscribed  and  svforn   to  before  me   this  2c__'<^3y   °f    M-^ 


DATE:   A//./4;/^7/_       )u^f^      ^ .  0^  >.  >.  .'f 0 


L,c_>7  Y/.  ,1974, 


Notary  Public   )  .  i  ~y 
A  ■"  > 


»•'  V 


'/:•   .  . 


\ 
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5.5     CHARLES  COLSON  TESTIMONY,   JUNE  8,    1972,    GRAND  JURl,   PEOPLE  v  ERLICHMAN , 
664 . , 


I  spent  a    large  part  of  my   time,    and  my  staff   did,    seeing 
people   from  outside  groups  who  would  come   in  and  want   to 
have  discussions  with  the  President,   with  the  President's 

staff. 

5  I  I  was  also  responsible  for  fonning  or  helping 

to  form  or  encouraging  the  formation  of  outside  groups  that 
would  support  the  policies  that  the  President  was  following. 
For  example,  we  forraed  a  support  group  for  the  President's 
effort  to  get  approval  of  the  anti  ballistics  missile. 
We  formed  a  support  coromittee  for  economic  policy. 

11         Q     How  does  that  relate  to  the  request  by  Mr. 

'2    Ehrltchman  for  funds? 

13         A     I'm  sorry,  I  gave  you  a  long-winded  answer. 

Because  of  this  relationship  with  outside  groups,  I  would 


IS    often  be  the  person  that  either  Mr.  Halderaan  or  Mr. 


Ehrllchman  would  call  and  ask  if  I  could  get  funds  for  a 
particular  --  usually  for  an  outside  project,  but  something 


18    that  they  wanted  done. 


In  other  words,  a  poll  to  be  taken  in  connection 
with  the  A.B.M. ,  I  recall,  the  publication  or  the  reprint 
of  some  materials  that  had  been  printed  in  the  Reader's 

Digest. 

I  was  often  called  and  asked  if  I  would  be  able 
to  get  someone  to  help  finance  a  particular  outside 

project. 
^"""^  Q     Had  Ehrllchman  ever  asked  you  Co  obtain  funds 

for  Mr.  Krogh  before? 

A     No. 
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10.     On  or  about  November  3,  1970  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Murray 
Chotiner  noting  that  AMPI's  political  trust  had  contributed  to  unopposed 
Democratic  Congressional  candidates  and  asking  Chotiner  to  tell  AMPI's 
lawyer  Marion  Harrison  that  if  he  wanted  to  play  both  sides,  that's  one 
game,  but  if  he  wanted  to  play  the  Administration's  side,  it  was  entirely 
different.   Colson  said  that  this  would  be  a  good  way  to  condition  Harrison 
before  putting  the  screws  to  him  on  imports,  which  they  were  about  to  do. 


Page 

10.1  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  Murray  Chotiner > 
November  3,  1970  (received  from  White  House) 214 

10.2  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  Jack  Gleason, 
November  2,  1970  with  attachment  (received  from 

White  House) 215 
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10.1     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM.   NOVEMBER  3.    1970 


C7 


November  3,   1970 


MEMORAIs'DUiM  FOR  MURRAY  CHOTINER 


Would  you.  please  check  with  your  friend,   Harrison,    and  tell  him  if 
he  wants  to  play  both  nidea,   that's  one  game;  if  he  v/ants  to  play  our 
oide,   it  is  entirely  different.     This  will  be  a  good  way  for  you  to 
condition  him  before  v/e  put  the  screws  to  him  on  imports,  v?hich. 
we  are  about  to  do. 


001325 

Charles  W.  Colson 
cc:  Henry  Cachen 
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10.2     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,   NOVEMBER  2,    1970,   WITH  ATTACHMENT 


November  2,    1970 


MEMORi\KDUiM  FOR  JACK  GLEASON 

Would  you  please  make  eome  discreet  inquiries  about  this? 


Charles  W".  C  olson 

noi3?7 
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10.2     WASHINGTON  POST  ARTICLE,   OCTOBER  31,    1970 


THE  WASHINGTON  POST    Soinrdj,,  On,  Jl.  H7»        i» 

Dairy  Fund  Aids  3  \ 
Unopposed  in  Election 

By  James  R    Polk  Puage  lisled  ihe  S5  000  in  his   locked   in  close  races  this  fall 

AiMcuctdPrt^i  pre-election    report   filed  with    Reps     WiiJuns  Abbill  (DVa.).; 

A    pluah   poUlical    fund   for  congress   this   weekend  Indl    John    Melcher    (D-Moni  )  and 

milk      producers     has     made   cated  the  money  has  been  left   Cteham  Purcell  (D-Tex  ) 

113,000   In  campaign  contrtbu    on    deposit    in    a   special  cam-   Challenfers  Aided 

MODI  to  the   chairman  of  the   pajgn   bank   account  tn  Waco/     ^^^   ^^^    ^^^^^   ^^n,    ,(,  ;„. 

HouM   Agriculture  Committee  jex  cumbents      The     tr^si     gave 

and  two  other  farm  congress-       jhe     liusl     t;a\e    $2,000    to    S5,000  to  James  R   Jones  a  for- 

men   who   are    unopposed    for  jones  this  summer  and  a  total    mer    White     House    aide    in 

TMlecUon  ot    te.OOO    to   Alexander  o.er  TuUa.  Okia     trying  to  "nseat 

_.         .  «        ,,-    D  .       ,.   I:,    .,.    the  top-ranking  Republican  on 

The    chairman.    Rep     U     R    the   past  year  and  a  half    AJl    ,f„      Agriculture     Commitlee. 

(Bobl     Poat^e    -DTex).    unop-   three      committee      members    Rep    Page  Belcher  But  It  also  I 

powd     tn    Tuesda>'s    election   ^^re  unopposed  in  iheir  sum    gave    J3,000    to    Belcher'i    re-| 

after  34  years  in  Congress,  re-   mer  primaries  as  well  as  Tues    e'ecUoQ  carapflga  | 

celved    a    $5,000    coninbutlon  da^  s  ceneral  elcctiohs  '^'  ^^'  !f"*  Sn   p'JhTi ■ 

i;a\e    another    55  000   each   to 

trom     Ihe     milk    croui),    Ihe  j,,  ^p  lmI  Year  GOP    challengers    trying    to 

Trmt   lor   Agricultural  Pollli.       ^^.^^    campaign   fund,   based  "P<""   Senaie   sejls  held  by 

c.l  Education                                              ^              ^^^     ^,^  ,^,  Dcmocra.s  ,n  Florida,  ^d,an.. 

Two   freshman   members  or         ,                .       , ,       ,    ,,   ,  .  N**    Jersey.     Norlti  *akoli. 

,.,,,"                          up  last  year  by  oflicials  lied  to  Tennessee.    Utah,    and    Wyo- 

the     .\gricullure     CommiUee    ^,^^^,3,^^      ^,,|^     p,„<i„„rs  m,n«                                             i 

Tc"."  'peV'^^waTd  T.U%'  '-  ^^^'  orcan.alionscomp  But  the  trust  hedged  some| 
Tenn,  and  Rep  Bill  Mexan-  .roller.  Robe,.  O,  Isham  '=  "' |'„%'Sd,tion  .0  S5.000  for  the  1 
der  iD.Xrki  got  oihir  stable  ircasurcr  and  sole  official  of  Republican  In  Indiana,  it  gavel 
contributions  i|i,.  trust,  s2  500    to     Incumbent     Demo- 

S400,009  In  Fund  hliam  said  Ihe  trust  makes   crane   Sen    Vinc«   Harlke.    It 

Milk  l<  huoved  bi  coM'in  '15  contributions  to  farm  con-  "Iso  made  a  double  donilion 
mem'  p^ric'e'^utpor.s'  The  c.ssmen  on  the  basis  of  need  '  Z'l;:Tie:%t'fl'c^^^^ 
Trust  for  AgTKuHural  I'uliti  And,"  he  said,  when  »3ked  r^."!^^"*  ^"„,^'Vp  SnJ 
val  Education  is  a  ru-h  no*  aboul  the  unopposed  mem-  ,  J'E  ,/.^  r  .nH  n«  m.,.Sr ! 
campalen  fund  overflowing  bers  Tve  never  talked  to  a  '"  '?^'«  *  ''^'^"j'  "°  T" 
«nh  S+00,000  in  donaiions  polii.tian  vvho  didn  t  nerd  ^'^;^*' °"''  "  "P '^"« '"  ^""■ 
from  dair>  farmcis  aiounii  ihc  moni-y  '  inylon 

-nation.  Jones,  a  ilJir>    farmer  in  Ins 

About     half    of    ;lic    iiusis  firsi   itim    (rom  «esi  Tenncs 
rampaisn  mont'.v  has  tionc  oi    sit,     sant     hr     is     usinc     ihc  , 
thcr    to    top    Senalv    races    in   money  for  ads  In  weekly  new  <; 
rural  atatcs  or  to  elections  in-    papers,   bumper   slukcr.-*.  pos- 
voUIng      House      ,\cricuUure   tcr^,  and  travel 
Committee  members  Im     iriin^:     lo    keep     my 

Poape    IS    the   second    unop-    name    before   the   publu-    ^  ou 
posed  House  ihairmjii  bcnciii    run    every  da\ — not  ju».;  oiio  I 
in(!      from      special      interest   evei  \  mo  vcar^,"  Jones  said 
groups    this    >ear     Funds    (or        \lr sender,    whose    o^v  n    re- 
two    seamen's    union'^   steered   purl    lo   Coni^rris  did  not   list 
55,000  throudh  a  hidilcn  mon    any  campaign  contributions  or 
e>  raising     body      set     jo     m   spendme    this  year,  could  not 
Washinctnn    for    fleit    K^hvard    be    njchcd    immediately    for 
,\.  Garmat2  (D  Md  i  ilimrman   comment 
of  theHousc.Mei.hani  M.iune   F(,pFu(urel« 
Committer 

The    Texas   campai^zn    treas-, 

urcr  for  Poace  said  lhcS5  000 

for    Ihe    chairman    would    he | 

kepi     in    the    separate    Waco; 

bank    account    for   use  in  any 

election  race  in  the  future 
US   held   there  slrictlj   foi- . 

Ili3l     Hob   Poace  IS  \crv   care- 
ful     and     conscienlious — and 

i-vi'ii  demandin;;  about  a  thinj 

like  that  "■  said  Carlton  Smilh, 

a  \\  aco  lawyer 

The  iruM   pave  its  S 5  000  in 

Pi)a::e's  campaign  ai  ihe  start 

of  this  vear  afier  shrllmn  cul 

a  toial  of  $<;  TOO  for  a  dinner 

hononnj  the    lloiive  ch.iirm.in 

last  fall  anft  another  S4  "00  for 

a   .inini    (rslinii.mal  tjst  winler 

fur    Poape    and     Kcp     \\ri:;lit 

I'aiman  iD  Ten  i 

Ihe  S5  000  tor  Pofiue  wa-  sn' 

lar.;e   a-,   the    ti  usf*  lon'r.t'u 

tl.ins   to    three   other    \^,•^teul 

lure       I  ommilice       members 
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11.      In  late  November,  1970  Colson,  Kalmbach,  Nelson,  Parr,  AMPI 
lawyers  Harrison  and  Patrick  Hillings  and  Presidential  campaign  fund- 
raiser Tom  Evans  met  in  Kalmbach's  hotel  room  in  Washington,  D.C.  and 
discussed  procedures  whereby  AKPI's  contributions  to  the  President's 
re-election  campaign  could  meet  statutory  reporting  requirements  without 
resulting  in  publicity. 


Page 

11.1  Herbert  Kalmbach  testimony,  SSC  Executive 

Session,  March  22,  1974,  32-34,  38 218 

11.2  Herbert  Kalmbach  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz, 

December  13,  1973,  39-41 222 

11.3  Marion  Harrison  testimony,  SSC  Executive 

Session,  December  4,  1973,  32-34 225 

11.4  Letter  from  Marion  Harrison  to  Harold  Nelson, 

November  2,  1970  (received  from  SSC) 228 


(217) 


13 
19 


n.l     HERBERT  KALMBACH  TESTIMONY^  MARCH  22,    1974,   SSC  EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    32- 
Z4,    38 

32 

charged.   I  was  acting  as  a  voiuntear,  as  far  as  my  own  ti-T.a 
was  concerned.  . 
**  Mr.  Weitz.  At  about  the  same  time,  did  you  have  occasion 

*    to  meet  with  representatives  of  the  milk  producers? 
^   .       Mr.  Kalmbach.   Yes,  I  did.   I  think  it  was  probably  —  and 
again,  my  notes  tell  me  this,  the  same  notes  that  .I've  discussei 
earlier  today  —  my  notes  tell  me  that  I  met,  I  think,  with 
Chuck  Colson  in  October,  which  is,  before,  of  course,"  my  meeting 
.    with.  Bob  Haldeman  in  November-  And  then  my  notes  also  indicate 
1^   that  I  probably  met  with.  Chuck. Colson  in  December. 
^1         Now,  when  exactly  these  meetings  occurred,  I'm  not  cei — 
12   tain-  I  think  there  was  a  meeting  in  Chuck  Colson's  office  in 
12    October  of  1970,  and  I  think  at  that  meeting  there  was  Chuck 

14  Colson,  Harold  Nelson,  Marion  Harrison,  perhaps  Murray  Chotiner 

15  pernaps  Pat  Hillings,  perhaps  David  Parr. 

16  Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  whether  Tom  Evans  of  New  York 

17  was  present? 


Mr.  Kalmbach.   I  don't  recall  if  he  was  present  at  that 
meeting.   He  was  present  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  which  I  think 

20  probably  was  in  Decerier  of  1970  at  the  Madison  Hotel,  at  which 

21  time  it  was  myself,  Tom  Evans,  Pat  Hillings,  I  think  Marion 

22  Harrison,  and  I  think  Chuck  Colson  was  at  that  meeting.   And  th^r; 
2'3   could  have  been  one  or  tv;o  others  at  the  Madison  Hotel  meeting. 

24  Now,  I  recall  that  at  the  fearlier  meeting,  which  I  think 

25  was  in  October,  there  was  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the 
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milk  producers  were  going  to  malce  a  raajor  contribution  to  the 
forthcoming  —  two  years  hence  —  Presidential  cajnpaign.   And 
I'm  not  certain  that  it  was  at  that  time  that  $2  million  was 
stated  as  their  goal  figure,  or  v/hether  it  was  stated  at  the 
later  meeting  at  the  Madison  Hotel,  or  whether  it  was  stated 
to  me  by  Pat  Hillings  in  just  a  personal  meeting  at  someplace 
"    along  the  line .  . 

°  Mr.  Weitz.  Could  you  tell  us  what  the  purpose  of  the 

■^    first  meeting  was  that  you  referred  to?.       .  .  ..  _ 
>^^         Mr^  Kalmbach.   I  think  the  purpose  of  the.  first  meeting, 
^^   which  was  in  Chuck  Colson's  office,  as  1  remember- it —  and  I 

12  could  be  confused  on  my  dates  here  —  but,  as  I  remember  it, 

13  the  purpose  was  that  my  role  was  not  that  of  a  solicitor  of 
1-4    this  contribution.   My  role  was  to  help  them  organize  their 

15  procedures  as  to  how  they  were  to  effect  these  contributions. 

16  to  the  1972  campaign. 

17  Mr.  Weitz.   V-Jas  it  your  understanding,  then,  that  prior 

18  to  that  time,  they  had  either  agreed  to,  or  represented  that 

19  they  would,  make  that  contribution  independent  of  any  solicita- 

20  tions  by  you?  ..'.■• 

21  Mr.  Xalmbach.   That  v^as  my  understanding. 

22  t-ir.  Weitz.   Do  you  know  who,  in  fact,  did  solicit,  or  die 

23  receive  the  nev/s  from  them  as  to  their  intentions? 

24  Mr.  Kalmbach.   No.   It  would  be  my  understanding  that 

25  probably  .Marion  Harrison,  who  was  the  lawer  representing  A.'L?I 
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at  that  tirae,  and  Pat  Hillir.gs ,  who  I  think  was  of  counsel  to 
that  firn,  had  been  or  v/ere  in  touch  rather  frequently  with 
Chuck  Colson,  and  it  would  be  my  thinking  —  and  I 'n  just  givin 
you  my  impressions  here  —  that  they j indicated  to  Chuck  Colson 
that  this  is  the  general  goal  figure  for  the  milk  producers. ^ 
But  I  was  advised  of  this  §2  million  goal  figure  either  in  Chuck 
Colson's  office  in  October  —  and  it  could  have  been  that  early 
or  maybe  before  that,  or  between  that  day  and  the  end  of  the 
year,  by  .Pat  Hillings  or  Marion  Harrison  or  somebody.        ; 

And  I  remember  the  Madison  Hotel  meeting,  I.  thiivk,  was-;-, 
involved  again  with  the  legal  mechanics  of  effecting  these  ,^: - 
contributions.   1  remember  we  discussed  the  fact  that  the  milk 
producers  or  the  cooperatives  had  independent  reporting  reauire 
ments,  independent  of  the  1925  Corrupt  Practices  Act. 
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Mr.  Kalmhach.   No,  I  don't  remember  that,  llr.   Weitz.   I 
just  don't.   It  seemed  to  me  that  my  role  and  that  of  Mr,  Evans 
was  that  of  really  the  legal  mechanics  and  the  procedures  in- 
volved, and  1  had  the  impression  —  and  agaiin,  I'm  giving  you 
impressions  in  this  statement  —  that  Ilr.  Hillings,  Mr.  Harrisc^n, 
in  any  discussions  as  to  substantive  matters  were,  discussing 
those  directly  with.  Mr.  Colson  and  v/ith  others..  -^r>don't;  recall 
that  this-came  up  as  an  item  of  substantive  conversation  in 
these  talks  Z^  „  . __     - - 


.  I  think:- we  were  concerned  aibout  how  "to  set- up  "committees , 
where  to  set  up  committees.   I  think  there  was  an  expressed  cor 
'cem  about  publicity  and  how  you  could  set  up  the  committees 
so  that  the  fact  that  they  were  —  these  people  would  be  con- 
tributing to  the  Nixon  campaign  in  1972  would- not  become  known 
to  the  media  and  how  you  could  handle  that,  in  light  of  their 
independent  reporting  requirements  to  the  House. 


Mr.  Weitz.  Now,  the  independent  reporting  requirements 
you  referred  to,  you  refer  to  the  organizations  themselves, 
the  dairy  organizations  or  trusts, — 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   Cooperatives. 

Mr.  Weitz.   —  cooperatives,  right.   I  think  the  record 
shows  that  it  refers  to  the  trusts  themselves. 

Mr.  Kalmbach.   That's  right.   The  political' trusts. 

Mr.  Weitz.   How,  was  there  any  discussion  that,  you  recall 
at  either  of  the  two  meetings  you  refer  to  in  1970  as  to  ways 
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1  basis  of  giving  them  counsel  as  to  orocedures  to  follow  in 

2  effecting  contributions  in  the  197i\  campaign.    And  I  have  no 

3  memory  at  all.   And  I  wish  to  be  emphatic  on  this  that  «»^«- 

4  price  support  increases  or  whatever,  ii«t'.c. LiLvoy  'm-afc  discussed 


5    with  us. 

I  was  as 


ked-'^i^  these  people,  as  was  Mr.  Evans,     ^\ 


as  to  what  procedure  should  be  followed,  the  form  of  charter, 

8  the  establishment  of  committees. 

9  Q     When  you  say  "these  people"  can  you  identify 

10  them? 

11  A     I  think  these  people  would  include  Mr.  Hillings, 

12  perhaps  Mr.  Harrison,  Mr.  Parr,  Mr.  Nelson,  and  there  could  be 

13  others,  and  I  could  be  wrong  that  some  of  thera  weren't  involved 

14  Q     We  are  now  talking  about  the  last  part  of  1970? 

15  A     We  are  not? 

16  Q     We  are . 

17  A     That  is  correct. 

18  Q     Yes. 

19  A     And  my  memory  is  that  Pat  Hillings  had  been  advise<{l 

20  in  some  manner,  and  I'm  not  certain  how  he  came  to  know  that 

21  I  had  been  asked  in  November  of  1970  to,  by  Bob  Haldeman,  to 

22  raise  funds  for  the  early  funds  for  the  1972  campaign,  and  I 


23  had  accepted  that  assignment  from  Bob  Haldeman.   It  v;as 

24  evident  to  me  at  that  time  -y}-,  -^  ^  •:  -  ""'■'  m  some  manner  [^'*-'~~-~^j. 

(T 

25  learned    that,    and  he  may  have  been  directed    to   see  me  by  othe,rs 

26  in   the  ViThite  House,    maybe  Mr.    Haldeman,    Mr,    Ehrlicjiraan,    or, 

27  I   don '  t  know  who . 

28  In  any  event,  they  met  with  me  and  with  Mr.  Evans 


\^ 
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to  discuss  the  legalistics  and  the  procedures  that  they  should 
be  developing  in  order  to  effect  contributions  to  the  1972 
carnpaicn. 

Q      Did  they  mention  $2  million  dollars? 
A     Well,  it  would  be  my  memory,  Mr.  Dobrovir,  that 
in  somewhat  of  an  offhand  way  that  they  were  shooting  for 
$2  million  as  a  goal  figure  to  be  contributed  by  the  dairymen, 
and  I  don't  know  whether  they  said  one  to  two  million,  or 
whatever  it  was,  but  I  do  have  a  memory  which  has  been  refreshed 
by  recent  press  and  the  other,  that  I  think  that  Pat  Hillings, 
or  it  could  be  others,  had  indicated  that  they  were  hopeful 
that  the  campaign  could  realize  as  much  as  ?2  million  from 
these  dairymen  in  contributions  to  the  1972  campaign. 

I  did  not  regard  that  as  anything  that  I  had 
solicited.   I  submitted  to  Mr.  Stans,  when  he  became  Finance 
Chairman  on  February  15th  of  1972  —  I  submitted  a  list  of 
prospects  and  their  pledge  amounts.    And  I  have  no  memory  that 
I  ever  submitted  the  milk  people  as  one  of  the  prospects  that 
I  had  solicited  or  indicated  amounts. 

It  would  be  my  memory  that  they  came  to  me  and 

they  came  to  Tom 
1^ 


?om  Evaaa.J-^h£y  wanted  to  contribute  to  the  '72 
campaign.   And  they  were^advised  by  people  within  the,  VVhit'V^     ^ 


There  could  have  been  others  CaaufiLic^i  Dh'jivlii  talk  to  ma  about  / 

A 

procedures  and  the  legalistics,  and  also  to  Tom  Evans. 

Q     Can  you  pinpoint. this  any  better  in  time?  Was  it 
after  the  1970  elections  were  over? 

A     It  would  ]iave  had  to  be,  for  this  to  be  consistent 


1 


^1^ 
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1  in  my  own  mind  because  I  did  not  agree  to  take  on  this  assign- 

2  ment  for  this  early  fund-raising  until  after  the  elections  in 

3  November  of  1970.   And  I  took  that  assignment  on  when  I  met 

4  with  Mr.  Haldeman  in  the  White  House  at  some  time  around  mid- 
s   November,  Mr.  Dobrovir. 

6  Q     Now,  Mr.  Haldeman' s  logs  show  meetings  with  you 

7  on  November  19th,  at  12:30,  on  November  20th,  at  11:00  A.  M. , 

8  and  on  December  17th  in  the  morning. 

9  Do  you  recollect  any  of  those  meetings  with  Mr. 

10  Haldeman? 

11  A     It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  meeting  mid-November 

12  was  probably  the  meeting  date  on  which  he  asked  me  to  undertake 

13  this  assignment. 

14  Q     Now,  then,  did  your  meetings  with  Mr.  Hillings 

15  and  any  of  these  other  people  take  place  after  or  before  this 

16  November  19th,  20th,  date? 
A     It  would  be  my  feeling  that  they  took  place  after- 
wards, but  1  could  be  wrong  on  that. 


17 

18 
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MR.  DOBROVIR:   Off  the  record. 
(Whereupon  a  discussion  ensued  off  the  record) . 

MR.  DOBROVIR:   Back  on  the  record. 

Q     Now,  you  will  recall  that  this  memorandum  from 
Roger  Johnson  to  H.  R.  Haldeman  to  which  the  Hillings  letter 
is  attached  is  dated  December  17,  1970. 

A     Yes . 

Q     Mr.  Haldeman 's  log,  as  I  indicated,  shows  a  meeting 
with  you  on  the  morning  of  December  17th  of  1970,  and  you 
indicated  that  you  believed  that  your  meeting  with  Mr.  Hillings  I 
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was  a  peculiar  sort  of  a  meeting.   It  was  In  November  of  1970. 
But  after  the  1970  election,  I  was  either  in  Oregon  in  connec- 
tion with  matters  for  a  non-dairy  client,  or  if  I  was  not  in 
Oregon,  I  was  here  but  was  going  to  be  in  Oregon  on  the  day 
that  I  was  requested  to  schedule  the  meeting. 

The  word  I  got  in  the  office,  somebody  in  the  client 
organization  called  and  said  Mr.  Colson  wanted  to  schedule  a 
meeting  and  that  it  was  very  Important,  on  such-and-such  a 
date;  would  I  be  there. 

As  I  say,  I  cannot  remember  whether  I  was  in  Oregon  or 
Washington.   At  any  rate,  I  could  not  be  there  on  that  date. 
I  said,  if  you  want  me  there,  I  cannot  be  there  on  that  date. 

What  it  was  about,  I  never  did  find  out  until  the  meeting 
what  the  subject  matter  of  the  meeting  was  to  be. 

(In  due  course,  the  meeting  came  to  pass.   It  was  in 
November  of  1970;  it  was  in  the  Madison  Hotel,  in  somebody's 
suite,  I  do  not  remember  whose. 

And  as  I  arrived,  Mr.  Colson  was  leaving.  He  had  his  hat 
and  coat  on.  He  may  have  hung  around  five  or  ten  minutes  with 
his  hat  and  coat  on.   He  did  not  stay  very  long. 

Senator  Montoya.  Who  was  at  that  meeting? 

Was  Secretary  Connally  there? 

Mr.  Harrison.   I  never  met  Mr.  Connally. 

For  five  or  ten  minutes  or  less,  Charles  Colson  was 
there;  of  course  I  was  there;  Pat  Hillings  was  there;  Harold 
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Nelson;  David  Parr;  Herbert  Kalinbach;  and  a  lawyer  from  New 
York  who  at  that  time  was  a  partner,  probably  still  is,  in  the 
Mudge  law  firm,  the  law  firm  from  which  the  President  and 
former  Attorney  General  came. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Was  that  Tom  Evans? 

Mr.  Harrison.  Yes. 

There  are  two  Tom  Evans;  one  from  Delaware  and  one  from 
New  York.  This  is  the  New  York  Tom  Evans. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting,  I  learned  —  and  I  actually 
learned  it  earlier  that  morning.   Because  I  had  never  met  Evans  — 
Hillings  had  —  I  was  a  little  unhappy  about  going  into  a 
meeting  where  there  was  some  lawyer  I  had  never  met  before, 
and  I  am  taking  clients  in  there.  Why  are  we  meeting?  This  is 
not  the  way  things  normally  are  done.   And  Hillings  said,  oh, 
he  is  a  great  old  guy,  I  have  known  him  for  years  and  so  forth. 

As  I  recall  we  had  breakfast  that  morning  before  the 
meeting. 

Anyway,  the  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  stated  to  be  to 
set  up  mechanics  whereby  the  dairy  industry  could  contribute 
money  to  the  Presidential  campaign. 

I  guess  I  would  be  indulging  in  a  little  hyperbole  if  I 
said  it  was  an  ineffective  meeting.  But  it  was  not  effective 
because  it  struck  me  that  was  not  very  complicated.  It  still 
does  not  strike  me  as  being  very  complicated  as  to  how  a  trust 
fund  which  is  a  reporting  body  and  which  publicly  discloses 
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not  only  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House,  but  to  its  members  what  it 
is  doing,  how  it  contributes  —  that  is,  somebody  gives  us  a 
name  of  the  committee  and  the  address  and  the  name  of  a  real 
live  treasurer  —  who  contributes  not  to  exceed  $5,000  to  that 
committee  per  calendar  year.  And  it  seemed  to  me  that  there 
was  no  mechanical  problem,  legal  problem  as  far  as  the  client 
was  concerned. 

If,  there  was  a  mechanical  problem,  the  mechanical  pro- 
blem was  on  the  part  of  the  donees.   They  either  had  committees 
or  they  did  not.   They  had  their  internal  structure  so 
organized  that  they  could  funnel  money  where  they  wanted  to 
or  they  could  not. 

We  spent  what  seemed  to  me,  in  terms  of  the  time,  an  hour 
or  so  discussing  what  then,  as  now,  does  not  seem  to  me  to  need 
much  discussion. 

It  was  left  that  Tom  Evans,  who  was  going  to  set  up  some 
committees  and  find  what  committees  already  existed,  and  then 
he  would  brush  them  by  me  for  approval.  Of  course  there  was 
not  really  much  approval  for  me  to  give  or  not  to  give. 


Be  that  as  it  may,  in  due  course  over  a  period,  presumably 
over  a  couple  of  years  —  these  things  were  all  kind  of  vague 
as  to  what  the  period  of  time  was  —  anyhow,  the  contributions 
were  to  be  made  by  these  committees. 

The  long  and  short  of  it  was,  Tom  Evans  never  set  up  any 
committees.   I  never  heard  about  them;  I  never  heard  anything 
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Law  Offices 
REEVES  6.  HARRISON 

Suite  500 
Marion  Edwyn  Harrison        1701  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W.  OF  COUNSEL 

Ernest  Gene  Reeves  Washington,  D.C.  20006  Patrick  J.  Hillings 

Robert  F.  Sagle  Telephone  202  298-9030  Wm.  Montgomery  Smith 

Myron  Solier  Telex  A40376  CROK 

Judy  R.  Potter  Cable  "REEVLAW" 

November  2,  1970 


Mr.  Harold  S.  Nelson 

General  Manager 

Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc. 

GPM  Building,  4th  Floor 

San  Antonio,  Texas  78216 

Re:  TAPE  -  Contributions 


Dear  Harold: 

The  enclosed  article  appeared  in  the  WASHINGTON 
POST  on  Saturday,  October  31,  I  am  dictating  this  letter 
Saturday  afternoon  so  truthfully  I  can  say  nobody  has 
called  me  to  complain  about  the  article.  However,  I  have 
little  doubt  that  sooner  or  later  I  will  get  complaints. 
Fortunately  most  political  types  are  out  of  town  and  will 
not  see  the  October  31  issue  of  the  POST. 

You  have  not  solicited  my  opinion  concerning 
all  the  activities  of  TAPE  but  in  the  spirit  of  attempting 
to  be  of  some  value  to  AMPI,  let  me  offer  some  comments 
which  I  hope  will  be  helpful. 

1.  Publicity  in  general  is  undesirable.   If  a  news- 
teund  gets  on  Mr.  Isham's  back  or  on  the  back  of  somebody 

else  knowledgeable,  some  publicity  Is  unavoidable.  However, 
the  less  said,  the  better.   A  statement  like  the  last  one 
in  the  article  -  the  very  last  paragraph  -  is  realistic  to 
the  sophisticated  but  does  not  look  good  in  piMnt. 

2.  The  contributions  to  the  two  Incumbents  mentioned 
in  the  penultimate  paragraph  strike  me  as  unwise  because  I 
believe  the  general  practice  of  hedging  a  bet  is  unwise. 
Maybe  one  reason  I  always  louse  up  on  the  stock  market  is 
because  I  do  not  understand  the  basic  principle  that  there 
are  two  ways  to  sell  and  make  a  profit  -  either  long  or 
short,  depending  upon  whether  the  market  is  going  up  or 
down.  Nevertheless,  in  politics,  I  think  the  safer  thing 
to  do  is  determine  in  one  particular  race  which  of  the  two 
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candidates  for  various  reasons  is  the  preferred  and  then 
contribute  only  to  that  one  candidate.   It  may  be  that  the 
wiser  decision  will  be  to  contribute  to  the  candidate  more 
likely  to  lose  but  at  any  rate  to  contribute  to  both  Just 
undermines  the  value  of  both  contributions  if  the  fact  of 
hedging  gets  known  to  the  wrong  people.   In  particular,  I 
am  afraid  the  contribution  on  one  side  of  the  fence  in 
Indiana  will  cause  some  trouble  even  if  that  gentleman  is 
reelected.   There  are  some  considerations  with  regard  to 
that  which  we  can  discuss  some  time  when  we  are  together. 

3.  The  biggest  problem  of  all  I  see  stemming  from 
this  article  is  disclosure  of  the  fact  -  which  I  certainly 
did  not  know  -  that  there  was  a  sizable  contribution  to 
Page's  opponent.  No  single  person  was  of  more  help  to  us 
concerning  certain  events  last  March  than  Page.   It  is  pos- 
sible that  the  decision  that  was  made  would  have  been  made 
without  his  help.  We  never  can  know.  However,  he  was  a 
great  help  and  never  once  when  I  asked  him  to  do  something 
in  connection  with  that  matter  did  he  fail  to  do  it.  He 
also  spoke  on  one  occasion  directly  and  personally  to  the 
President.   I  really  don't  think  that  conversation  was  what 
effected  the  final  outcome  but  it  was  marvelous  offensive 
running  for  us.   Page  is  getting  old  and  he  might  just  be 
very  upset  if  ever  he  learns  about  a  hedging  contribution. 

4.  It  seems  to  me  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  who 
is  unopposed  inherently  is  risky.   Anybody  who  knows  any- 
thing about  the  practicalities  of  politics  knows  that  an 
incumbent  must  get  out  newsletters  and  otherwise  spend 
money  for  which  there  is  no  federal  appropriation.  Every 
time  my  own  Congressman  sends  out  a  newsletter  -  and  he 
has  to  send  out  two  or  three  each  year  -  it  costs  him  in 
excess  of  $3,000.00.   Unfortunately  he  always  ia  very 
vigorously  opposed.   Even  if  he  weren't,  he  would  need  to 
send  out  the  newsletters  and  would  need  some  contributions. 
However,  it  is  hard  as  the  devil  to  explain  to  people  un- 
sophisticated in  matters  political  why  it  is  that  a  fellow 
who  is  unopposed  needs  a  campaign  contribution.   Conse- 
quently, it  would  be  my  strong  recommendation  that  TAPE 
and  our  other  like  organizations  contribute  only  to  candi- 
dates who  are  opposed  and  let  sources  which  can  contribute 

In  cash  and  without  the  risk  of  publicity  do  the  contributing 
to  those  candidates  who  are  unopposed. 


We  all  are  going  to  be  meeting  here  on  November  19, 
if  not  sooner.  May  I  guggest  at  that  time,  or  sooner,  we  get 
together  and  discuss  this  whole  subject  of  who  gets  what  con- 
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trlbutlon.  Pat  and  I  probably  should  know  who  has  gotten 
Z\at   in  case  somebody  jumps  us.  We  also  want  to  know 
what  our  strategy  will  be  if  Page  jumps  us.  We  must  remem- 
ber, allowing  for  some  difference  in  age,  he  has  been  a 
very  good  friend  of  mine  and  of  Pat's  for  19  years.  During 
all  those  years,  I  have  never  asked  him  to  do  anything  for 
me  or  for  a  client,  until  Pat  and  I  were  retained  by  AMPI. 
Since  then,  to  the  limit  of  his  ability,  he  has  done  what 
I  have  asked. 

There  is  much  more  we  could  discuss  on  this 
general  subject  but  it  would  not  be  the  best  to  try  to  do 
it  by  correspondence. 

Sincerely, 


MARION  EDWYN  HARRISON 
cc:  Mr.  David  L.  Parr 

Enclosure 
MEH:  ek 
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Novcribor:    2,    3.9  70 


?-ir.    Ilaroj.c;   S.    Nelson 
General  jtlan^-gcir 

/.ssociated  ililk   Producers,    Inc. 
CiM-l  Building,    /Ith   Floor 
'San  Antouio,    TexP.s    7821G 

■  Re':      TA.PB:    -   Contributions 

Dear  I'laro.lc": 

T^e  enclosed  cirticle  appeared  in  the  V^ASIIINGTOI-; 
JPOi;T  on  Saturday,  October  31,  I  am  dictating  this  letter 
Saturday  afternoon  so  truthfuJ.ly  I  can  say  nobody  has 
called  rae  to  complain  about  the  article.  Hov;ever,  I  have 
little  doubt  tJiat  sooner  or  later  I  v;ill  get  complaints. 
Fortunately  most  political  types .  are  out  of  tov,'n  and  v.'ill 
not  see  the  October  31  issue  of  the  POST. 

You  liave  not  solicited  my  .opinion  concerning 
all  the  activities  of  TAPE  but  in  the  spirit  of  attcrapting 
to  be  of  soTi'.e  value  to  AiiPI,  let  ms  offer  soir.e  comments 
u'liich  I  hope  vn.ll  be  helpful, 

1.  Publicity  in  general  is  undesirable.   If  a  nov;s- 
hound  gets  on  Mr.  I sham's  bad:  or  on  the  back  of  somebody 
else  knov.'ledgeahle,  some  publicity  is  unavoidable.   Kov.-ever, 
the  less  said,  the  better.  T\   sLaterr.ent  like  the  last  one 

in  the  article  -  the  very  last  paragraph  -  is  realistic  to 
the  sophist?,  cated  but  does  noc  loo];  good  in  print. 

2.  Tlic  contributions  to  tlic  tv/o  ii'icur.'.bents  mentioned 
in  tlie  penultimate  pareigrapii  st:ri);e  me  as  unwise  because  I 
believe  th.o  general  practice  of  hedging  a  bet  is  unv.dsc. 
Ilay'je  one  reason  1   alv.ays  louse  up  on  the  s,toc!:  m.arkot  is 
l:)cca(.v;c;  J.  do  ;;ol;  undcirstand  the  basic  princi.ple  that  tlx-re 
arc;  t'.vo  v;ays  to  sell  and  mal;e  a  profit  -  either  long  or 
shijrt.,  d>.-:pend lug  upon  ■..inct.b.cr  l.!;e  i',i.:ir:;et  i:;  go.ing  up  or 
dc.'v.-n.   I>'c\':-;."thc;'-e:'.s ,  in  po]  i  i  i  i.'?; ,  1  tliiii;.  the  safer  tiling 
bci  do  is  deleriiiiiie  :i  n  one  parLicjlar  race  v.'hich  of  i.Y.c.    tv.'o 
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candi.datcL-.  for  vari-Ou=  rea:;on:;.  is  the  preferred  and  t);op. 
conLributc  only  to  that  ono  candi.datc.   It  laay  he    that  ti;s 
v.'isor  uccisioii  w.i  11  be  to  cojitributc  to  the  ciindidato  more 
Ixhely  to  lor.c  imt  at  any  rate  to  contribute  to  )50th  jui;t 
undciiiainei;  the  value  of  both  contributions  if  the  fact  of 
hedging  get?  kndv/n  to  tl\c  wrong  people.   In  particular,  I 
m\\   afraid  the  contribution  on  one  side  of  the  fence  in 
Indi.ana  will  cauEie  sorae  trouble  even  if  that  gentloir.an  is 
reelected.   There  are  some  considerations  with  regard  to 
that  which  v;c  can  discuss  some  tiitie  when  we  arc  together. 

3.  The  biggest  problcra  of  all  I  see  steipning  from 
this  article  is  disclosure  of  the  fact  -  which  I  certainly 
did  not  know  -  that  there  was  a  sizable  contribution  to 
Page's  opponent.   No  single  person  was  of  more  help  to  us 
concerning  certain  events  last  IJarch  than  Page.   It  is  pos- 
sible that  the  decision  that  was  made  v.-ould  have  been  made 
v;ithout  his  help,   VJe  never  can  knov/.   However,  he  V7^.s  a 
great  help  and  never  once  when  I  asked  him  to  do  son'.e thing 

1/  ■  in  connection  with  that  maiztet"  did  he  fail  to  do  it^   He 
e] so  spoke  on  one  occasion  directly  and  personally  to  the 
President.   I  really  don't  think  that  conversation  was  v/hat 
effected  the  final  outcoi?.2  but  it  was  marvelous  offensive 
■  running  for  us.   Page  is  getting  old  and  he  night  just  be 
very  upset  if  ever  he  learns  about  a  hedging  contribution, 

4.  It  seems  to  me  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  v;ho 
is  unopposed  inherently  is  ris!:y.   Anybody  who  knows  any- 
thing about  tho  practicalities  of  politics  knows  tliat  an 
incumbent  ir.ust  get  out  nev/sletters  and  otherwise  spend 
money  fox   v/hich  there  is  no  federal  appropriation.  ^Eyary 
time  my  own  Congressman  sends  out  a  newsletter  -  and  he 
hat;  to  send  out  t\.'o  or  three  each  year  -  it  costs  him  in 
ev.cess  of  23,000.00.   Unfortunately  he  always  is  vary 
vigoroufily' opposed.   Even  if  he  weren't,  he  would  need  to 
send  out  the  newsletters  c-.nd  would  need  soir.e  contributions. 
However,  it  is  hard  as  the  devil  to  explain  to  people  un- 
.soohisticated  in  matters  political  why  it  is  that  a  fellov; 
who  is  unoouosed  needs  a  car^pnign  contribution.   ConGC- 
quenlly,  iV  would  bo  my  strong  reccir.mendation  that  "i}'-':--. 

i/  and  our  other  like  organizations  coiitribute  .  onlj^  to  .  c^r^c:_i- _ 
date:,  who  are  opnosed  and  let  sources  which  can  ._contri-u^C!  _ 
in  canh  and  \.'ithout  the  ri?k  of  publicity  do  ti^c  conur^;.;Uci 
to  tho:,c  candidate:;  who  arc  unopposed. 


v;c  al]  arc  going  to  be  inc:-;:inr:  liere  on  r'OVc:-'b^>r  19, 

if  not  sooner.-  May  I  sugcvc^i:  at  that  timc^,  or  sooner,  v;c  gc:i 
togctlicr  and  di:c.cu;;r;  this  whole  subject  of  wiKi  gets  wn;;t  con- 
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Kovernbcr   2,    1D70 


D 


_tiiJijiilion.      rat  ami   I   probal^ly   should   knov/  who   has    gotten 
v;liaL   in   car;c    noincbody    jump:;   u'j  .      l-.'e   also   v/ant   to   l.nov/ 
v/luit  our   .strategy  v/ill   be   if   I'aye   jumps   xic.      V7c  mu^it   remem- 
ber,   allov.'infj    tor   sorae   dilfcrciice    in   arjG,    he   has   bqen  a 
[Very   good    friend  of  ];iiiu;   ni:d   of   Pat':;    for   19    years.      During 
all    tliosc  ycarij,    I   have   never   asked  him   to   do  any  thine,-   for 
me   or.  for   a   client,    until   Pat   and   I   v/orc   retained  by  AJ-IPI.. 
Since   then,    to    the   limit  of   hia   ability,  .he   has   Opxya  what* 
1  have  asked.  .     ' 


Thoro   is  muoh  more  v;e  could  discuss  on   this 
general  subject  but  it  v;ould  not  be   the  ba^t  to  ^^  fcp, 
it  by   correspondence.  ''• 


Since 


«ARI0N'^n3VjyM   llAKRISOW 


cc:     Jir.   David  h.   Parr 


.Enclosure 
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12.     On  December  16  or  17,  1970  AMPI  lawyer  Hillings  hand-delivered 
to  the  White  House  a  letter  to  the  President  requesting  that  the 
President  adopt  a  Tariff  Connnission  reconmendation  to  restrict  imports 
of  chocolate  crumb  and  other  dairy  products.   The  letter  stated  that 
AMPI  had  contributed  about  $135,000  to  Republican  candidates  in  the 
1970  election,  was  now  working  with  Tom  Evans  and  Herb  Kalmbach  in 
setting  up  appropriate  channels  for  AMPI  to  contribute  $2  million  for 
the  President's  re-election,  and  also  was  funding  a  special  project. 
The  letter  was  routed  to  Haldeman,  Ehrlichman  and  Colson.  According 
to  the  White  House  "White  Paper"  on  the  milk  price  support  decision, 
the  President  did  not  see  the  letter. 


Page 

12.1  Letter  from  Patrick  Hillings  to  the  President, 
,.  ^  December  16,  1970  with  attached  memorandum, 

December  1,  1970,  and  attached  routing  slips 

(received  from  SSC) 236 

12.2  White  House  "White  Paper,"  The  Milk  Support  Price 
Decision,  January  8,  1974,  1,  9 256 
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i  ■         :*■'■■ 


XH£  V.'HITE  HOUSS 
.v^;.4i'.oroN 


10: 


^^ 


?ROM:  JOHN  BRC^VN 


FYl 


&** » ^^"^^.^^^--^ 
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12.1     ROUTING  MEMORANDUM,    DECEMBER  17,    1970,   ATTACHED  TO  PATRICK  HILLINGS 
LETTER 


MEMORANDUM 


THE   WHITE   HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December  17,    1970 

TO:  H.   R,    HALDEMAN 

FROM:  ROGER  JOHNSON 

SUBJECT:  Letter  to  the  President  from  Pat  Hillings, 


Pat  Hillings  handed  me  the  attached  letter  and  asked 
that  it  be  directed  to  the  President.     It  concerns  a  matter 
with  which  both  Peter  Flanigan  and  Chuck  Colson  are  familiar 
and  on  \vhich  they  are  working. 
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LAW    OFFICES 

5UIT£:    500 

I70I    PENNSYLVANIA  AVENUE,   N.  W. 

WASHINGTON,    D.  C.    2000S 

TELuPHONE    202    20a-3030 

TELEX    **.*037S    CROK 
C  A ':i  L  E  "fl  E  E  V  UA w" 

December  16,  1970 


O'  C3U**SCW 

PATRICK    J.  MILLIMCa 

WM.  MOhTCOMGAY   3>4ITH 


The  Honorable  Richard  Nixon 
The  White  House 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Re:   §22  Tariff  Commission  (Milk)  Recommendations 
Presidential  Proclamation 

Dear  Mr.  President: 

This  letter  discusses  a  matter  of  some  delicacy 
and  of  significant  political  impact. 

Since  January  1  my  Washington  partner  Marion 
Harrison  (one  of  your  1958  Virginia  Co-Chairmen)  and  I  have 
represented  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  ("A2-LPI").   At 
the  White  House  in  September  you  privately  met  AMPI ' s  two 
key  leaders,  Harold  Nelson  and  Dave  Parr.   You  spoke  by  tele- 
phone from  the  beach  at  San  Clemente  to  Secretary  Hardin  and 
to  Harold  Nelson  during  AMPI's  annual  convention  in  Chicago 
Labor  Day  weekend.   You  told  Harold  of  your  intent  person- 
ally to  address  AMPI's  next  annual  convention  (a  gathering 
of  almost  30,000  dairy  farmers  and  their  families). 

AMPI  has  followed  our  advice  explicitly  and  will 
do  so  in  the  future.   AMPI  contributed  about  $135,000.00  to 
Republican  candidates  in  the  1970  election.   We  are  now  work- 
ing with  Tom  Evans  and  Herb  Kalmbach  in  setting  up  appropri- 
ate channels  for  AMPI  to  contribute  $2  million  for  your  re- 
election.  AMPI  also  is  funding  a  special  project. 

On  September  21  the  Tariff  Comanission  recommended 
to  you,  after  it  did  a  study  you  requested  in  May,  four  spe- 
cific quotas  for  four  specific  dairy  products.   These  recom- 
mendations are  well  documented  and  by  now  are  well  known  in 
the  dairy  and  related  industries.   No  Presidential  Proclama- 
tion has  been  issued. 

The  problem  is  this.   The  dairy  industry  cannot 
understand  why  these  recommendations  ware  not  implemented 
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very'  quickly.   The  longest  the  Democrats  ever  took  to  im- 
plement a  Tariff  Commission  dairy  recommendation  was  16 
days.   On  one  occasion.  President  Johnson  even  imposed 
quotas  before  he  received  the  Tariff  Corrmission' s  recom- 
mendations '. 

The  overall  parity  ratio  is  at  its  lowest  since 
December  1933.   Farmers  generally  are  unhappy  with  the 
economy.   You  know  our  farmbelt  losses  in  the  election. 

The  Government  saves  mioney  (by  saving  price  sup- 
port payments)  and  the  farmer  makes  money  when  the  recom- 
mended quotas  are  imposed.   The  products  are  all  •  "evasion" 
products  -  that  is,  products  which  historically  were  not 
imported  but  which,  started  to  be  imported  only  after  quotas 
were  imposed  on  other  products. 

The  dairy  and  related  industries  have  great  faith 
in  your  personal  leadership.   At  the  same  time,  they  are 
shaken  by  the  economy.   The  right  kind  of  Proclamation  is- 
sued quickly  would  dramatize  your  personal  interest  in  a 
large  segment  of  agriculture. 

This  problem  is  bogged  down  within  the  V7hite 
Housel   It  is  a  victim  of  the  bureaucracy  -  the  Trade  Bill 
people,  the  National  Security  Council  people,  the  domestic 
people.   It  has  been  studied  and  restudied.   It  is  not 
moving. 

V7e  write  you  both  as  advocates  and  as  supporters. 
The  time  is  ripe  politically  and  economically  to  impose  the 
recommended  quotas.   Secretary  Hardin,  the  Tariff  Commission 
and  the  dairy  industry  all  support  this.   All  that  is  neces- 
sary is  a  simple  Proclamation  implementing  the  four  specific 
Tariff  Commission  recommendations. 

(We  attach  a  more  detailed  Memorandum.   The  sub- 
ject is  quite  interesting  if  you  have  time  for  it.) 


J.    HILLINGS 


PJH:ek 
Enclosure 
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1S.1     MARION  HARRISON  MEMORANDUM.   DECEMBER  1.    1970 

LAW   O^'i^lCcIj 
I70I    PCNNS'LVA.-ZIA    AV£NUS.    N.W 

WA5HINGTO>J.   DC.    20  00  6  c  cou-ici. 


.^.  TCL<;P-iO.-.C    ^0>'    20-1-S030  w-..MO-.rco>-t»r  3-.r.« 

J,  TELSX    ■•■•OJ^'i  CSOK 

CAaLE'^lCEVLAw" 


DeceiTiber    1,    1970 
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Dairy   Industry   SuQ-oort    for    g22   Tariff 
Cop-T-ioSion   Recorj-Tiar.da.^iions 


1.   Introduction 


The  dairy  industry  supports  the  §22  Tariff  Conr- 
mission  recorrjuendations  for  iir.port  quotas  and  opposes  the 
V/hite  House  staff  proposal.   This  iMamorand-oia  is  written  on 
behalf  of  our  client.  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  rep- 
resenting a  very  najor  segTiient  of  the  dairy  industry,  in  - 
support  of  the  President's  issuing  a  Proclair.ation  inipLl.3.T.ent 
ing  the  §22  Tariff  Corr^nission  recorunendations  exactly  as 
reco:r:r:>ended  by  v^he  Tariff  Corrjnission. 


a.   §22  Tariff  Corrjnission  RecoP^endations 


The  Tariff  Coirjnission  has  recoimuended  to  the  Presi- 
dent that  he  set  quotas  of  zero  for  "ice  crean" ;  of  zero  for 
certain  chocolates;  of  zero  for  certain  aninial  feeds;  and  of 
100,000  pounds  per  annum  for  certain  lowfat  cheeses.   These 
reconu:aendations  are  based  upon  historic  iiriports. 


Staff  Prooosal 


The  staff  proposes  to  submit  to  the  President  a 
rscommendation  that  he  i-et  quotas  drastically  higher  than 
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'--o-.e    reco.T~.er.u-^d  oy    tho  Tariff  Co-"i3siop.  -  specifically, 
5"'-illion  .-^o-r.ds  (or  033,  jOw  'jil  lonj )  for  ics  croa.T,;  '5  rr.il- 
lion  r;ou.-.do  for  chocoiace;  17  rr^iliion  pounds  for  anirr.al 
feeds;  9  nillion  pour.ds  for  lowfat  cheese. 

The  staff's  reccr-.~enda  tiori  evideatly  is  based  upon 
a  synthesis  of  ad.T,itt3dly  difficult  foreign  trade  negotia- 
tion considerations,  a  lack  of  full  realization  of  the-  eco- 
nor\iG  irr.pact  of  its  reco:Ti-"?.endations  upon  the  Azr.erican  dairy 
industry,  a  mini-ization  of  possible  domestic  political  in\- 
pact  and  a  non-ackno-.vledge~ent  of  the  evasion  factors  in- 
volved in  the  recent  dra.-aatic  increases  in  iiTiports. 

We  fully  recognize  the  difficulty  of  the  staff's 
assignnent.  V.e.   believe  that  the  approach  taken  by  the  staff 
has  rr.ada  that  assign:?.ent  rp.ore  difficult.   V7e  are  hopeful  the 
fadts  set  forth  in  this  Memoranjduia  and  in  the  tables.  at.tachad 
will  be  helpful. 


c.   Absence  of  Lecal  Issues 


Apparently  at  least  one  ir.ember  of  the  staff  is 
concerned  that  we  Height  be  under  the  impression  the  dairy 
industry  has  some  kind  of  legal  right  to  quotas  as  recora- 
nended  by  the  Tariff  Co-J?.ission.  '  Obviously  we  are  under  no 
such  jjr.pression..'  The  statute  is  clear„   The'  President  has 
cibsolute  discretion,  unreviev/able  in  the  courts,  and  final 
authority.   (Indeed,  if  we  had  a  legal  right,  there  would  b<: 
nothing  about  which  to  negotiate.) 


2.   Political  Considerations 


Since  this  fim  began  to  represent  AMPI,  that  or- 
ganization has  been,  and  regardless  of  the  outcome  of  this 
natter  will  continue  to  be,  most  helpful  to  the  Administra- 
tion. 

However,  neither  AMPI  nor  any  other  source  of  leader- 
ship in  the  dairy  industry  can  guarantee  the  support  of  che 
membership  and  of  those  m.any  segm.ents  of  voters  v;ho  directly 
or  indirectly  are  tied  in  to  the  agricultural  economy.   As 
the  recent  election  has  shov;n,  the  economvic  issue  is  fore- 
nost  in  the  m.inds  of  m^any  voters  and,  reasonably  or  other-,^ise. 
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•.■:'r.^r\    thare  is  a  dowp.turn  in  the  CiCor.orr>y,  they  hold  it 
agair.sc  t^'^.e  Ad.T.ir.io  tra  cior. . 

The  dairy  farmers'  1972  vote  obviously  is  not 
going  to  turn  totally  upon  the  quotas  set  for  dairy  prod- 
uces.  Hov;ever,  that  is  one  of  rr.any  factors  which  go  into 
th2  nix  that  ultirr.ately  both  psychologically  and  econo.Ttic- 
ally  affects  the  dairy  f  arrr.ers '  relationship  with  the  Ad- 
"inistration.   The  present  lack,  of  accord  as  to  quotas  is 
particularly  puzzling  to  those  dairy  farr.ers  sufficiently 
soohisticated  to  be  aware  of  the  situation,  a  nu.T>ber  v/hich 
increases  as  tin^e  passes.   This  is  so  because  in-  the  past 
the  dairy  industry  i?>ore  often  than  not  has  sought  quotas 
stricter  than  those  recorr-.ended  by  the  Tariff  Corr^nission. 
Here  the  industry  seeks  only  to  irr^.plerr.ent  the  recon'ir.enda- 
tio;^s  of  the  Tariff  Coriraission.   Farners  cannot  understand 
the  subtleties  of  diplorr.atic  negotiation.   When  the  Tariff 
CoT-T.ission  issues  a  detailed,  factual  and  convincing  report, 
based  upon,  a  study  directed  by  the  President,  farmers  do  not 
understand  why  the  President  .will  not  accept  the  reco-a-r.enda- 
tions  contained  in  the  report.   (The  fact  that  those  of  us  in 
VZashington  allegedly  rr.ore  sophisticated  in  these  natters  can 
understand  sone  of  the  problen.s,  unfortunately,  is  neither 
relevant  nor  convincing.) 


a.   North  Central  States 


The  &,Hiry  industry  exists  in  varying  proportion 
in  all  50  states.   It  is  strongest  in  sone  of  those  states 
which  traditionally  are  the  backbone  of  Republican  voting 
strength  and  which  the  President  ruust  carry  in  1972.   Sone 
65%  of  all  nilk  used  in  manufactured  dairy  products  cones 
fron  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin.   In  the  recent 
election,  we  lost  every  statewide  race  in  those  four  states, 
We  also  lost  five  House  seats.   We  do  not  suggest  the  dif- 
ference in  the  amount  of  a  quota  on  a  dairy  product  would 
mean  the  difference  in  such  races.   We  do  suggest  that  the 
political  considerations  which  notivate  recognition  of  the  . 
dairy  industry's  iraport  problens  are  significant  in  the 
total  voter  reaction  in  those  states. 


b.   Merits 

The  welfare  of  the  dairy  industry  is  closely  tied 
:o  the  Govsrnnicnt.   In  large  neasure  this  is  a  consequence 
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0--  too  r.uch  5UCC3.S5  ir.  ir.crea3:Lr.q  dairy  production.   r.ow- 
^~.Jl.      ,,;.-,  -..3-  -:,ZQ.    t'r.e    z^ztr,    :.3  ir.oy  ar3  ar.d  r.oc  as  or.a 
f;„-::  wisr-rtha-'to  b'a.   For  tuna  tiaiy',  the  Tariff  Corri:.!:  lion  '  s 
r"->^  racGn--~3ndation5  stand  on  thair  own  rr.eritS/  all  po.iit:^cal 
considarations  aside. 


3.   Psvcholocical  and  Price  Considerations 
~        of  Dairy  Indus  ::ry 

Both  psvchological  and  price  considerations  of  the 
dairy  industry  should  be  considered.   The  latter  can.  be  e.x- 
plair.ed  ".ore  readily  than  the  forr.er. 

As  Table  VI  indicates,  if  the  staff  proposal  were 
irp.ol anient ed,  dairy  farners  would  lose  an.  estirr.ated 
$4'",649,000.00. 

The  psvchological  blow  to  the  dairy  industry  v/ould 
be  meaningful,  difficult  though  it  is  to  atteir.pt  to  explain. 

At  the  present  time,  there  is  substantial  personal 
support  for  the  President  in  the  dairy  and  related  indus-^ 
tries  and,  except  for  the  present  adverse  economic  condition 
in  the  countrv,*  there  is  general  daiiry  farmer  support  for  the 
Administration.   The  sources  for  this  feeling  are  many  -  the 
dairv  farmer's  p,er5onal  admiration  for  the  President,  the 
dairy  farrr.er's  natural  inclination  (in  m.ost  states,  particu- 
larly outside  the  South)  toward  the  Republican  Party, ^  the 
dairv  farmer 's  'aopreciation  of  his  good  relations  with  the 
present  Administration  and  other ■  factors-.   The  -dairy  farmer 
reasonably  cannot  expect  to  get  from  this  Administration, 
or  from  anv  other,  everything  he  wants.   However,,  to  turn, 
him  down  in  an  area  where  another  body  of  the  Government, 
ostensibly  soeaking  with  great  expertise,  publicly  has  recom- 
mended something  he  wants,   risks  a  psychological  blow  or 
unoredictable  tDrooorticn.   (As  some  know,  there  are  also  othe: 
considerations' why  ?y^l    cannot  afford  any  psychological  block 
to  its  present  activities.) 


Even  m.ore  complicated  than  the  direct  psychological 
reoercussion  is  the  combined  psychological  and  economic  re- 
oercussion.   V.hen  som.e  purchasers  are  allov/ed  to  purchase  im- 
ported dairy  products  at  a  price  less  than  all  other  P^-7 
chasers  must  oay  for  do.mestic  products,  there  is  an  unfair 
cost  advantar';  to  all  other  purchasers.   If  the  staff  propos-- 
al  be  im.ple-T.ir.ted,  that  unfair  cost  advantage  would  be  about 
$3,510,000.00  (Table  VI) . 
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The  exercise  of  that  aci'/ar.tace  tends  to  have  a 
lowering  eirecc  gar.erali'/  on  dairy  produc-  oriels.   The 
(iairy  induscry  is  not  necessarily  advcca-ing  concinua  :  ly 
higher  prices  for  dairy  products.   However,  as  a  rriatter 
of  survival,  it  -.est  favor  at  the  rriinir'.u-T.  (1)  the  holding 
of  present  prices  and  (2)  price  increases  based  upon  cost 
of  living  increases  and  increased  production  costs.   The 
creation  of  an  unfair  price  advancage  to  a  sir.all  portion 
of  purchasers  has  a  negative  ir^.petus  on  these  goals. 


Evolution  of  .L.-r.Dorts 


The  evolution  of  imports  of  ice  creair.,  chocolate, 
aninal  feeds  and  lowfat  cheese*  -  the  §22  items  -  is  par- 
ticularly relevant. 

Normally  imports  of  a  product,  dairy  or  otherv/ise, 
rise  or  fall  according  to  a  pattern  which  relates  to  internal 
demand  and  cost  competition  factors.   In  the  instance  of 
these  §22  products,  as  v/ith  a  number  of  other  dairy  products 
in  recent  years,  the  rise  in  imports  is  sudden  and  dramatic. 
Appendix  A,  which  reproduces  page  19  of  the  §22  Report,  by 
table  shows  this  increase.   Ice  cream  went  from,  zero  in  the 
first  five  months  of  calendar  1969  to  2,583,000  gallons  in 
the  last  seven  months  of  calendar  1969.   In  the  first  seven 
months  of  calendar  1970,  it  went  to  4,012,000  galloris.   Thus, 
in  the  fiscal  year  1970,  total  ice  cream  imports  were  alm.ost 
5,600,000  gallons  -  an  acceleration  from  zero  1   The  figures 
are  similar  with  respect  to  the  other  products.   Lowfat 
cheese  had  m.inim.al  imiports  through  the  years  but  these,  too, 
increased  dram.atically  in   19  59  and  1970.   Complete  calendar  1970 
figures  are  not  available.   However,  all  inform.ed  sources 
seem  in  agreement  -that  the  rate  of  acceleration  continues 
unabated. 

Imports  appear  to  be  running  presently  at  about 
1.4%  of  total  domestic  dairy  production.   Since  1953,  imports 
have  run  as  low  as  0.4%,  as  high  as  2.4%  (19  57) .   As  the 
inform.ation  at  page  55  of  the  §22  Report  indicates,  im.ports 
now  apparently  are  rising  again.   (The  figure  of  1.4%  -  ris- 
ing -  is  to  be  contrasted  with  an  expert  figure  for  19  69  of 
0.3%.   Of  course,  even  if  exports  in  percentile  term.s  equalled 
or  exceeded  im.ports,  the  cost  disadvantage  to  the  dairy  and 
related  industries  and  to  the  taxpayer  through  support  prices 
would  continue.) 
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The  roasor.s  for  the  3'.:dden  c.r,d   dramatic  rise  in 
l.-r.corts  of  z'r.ede    four  products  arc  easy  to  fir.d.   Sines 
1953,  there  have  been   522  quotas  on  3on\e  dairy  products. 
AS  a  quota  is  imposed  and  enforced,  foreign  coinpetitors 
find  a  loophole  in  the  form  of  another  product:  not  under 
quota.   They  then  commence  exporting  of  that  non-quota 
product.   Since  the  Presidential  Proclamation  of  January 
19  69,  foreign  producers  have  moved  to  the  loopholes  repre- 
sented by  the  present  absence  of  quotas  in  the  four  §22 
products. 


5.   Reward  for  Evasion 


As  Tables  I  and  II  indicate,  the  staff  proposal 
v/ould  reward  the  foreign  evader  for  his  successful  evasion. 
In  other  words,  the  foreign  producer  did  not.  export,  for 
exajT.pla,  ice  cream,  until  fiscal  1970.   Ke  exported  it 
then  only  because  a  prior  proclarr.ation  had  curtailed  his 
exporting  certain  other  products.   As  the  §22  Report  shows, 
the  record  of  imports  in  the  dairy  industry  is  the  record 
of  successful  evasions.   The  foreign  exporter  pursues  a 
relentless  quest  for  a  loophole  -  a  product  for  the  moment 
not  under  quota. 

We  perceive  no  reason  why  successfuL  evasion, 
should  be  rewarded. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  proposal  for  ice 
cream  v-ould  "roll  back"  or  "cut  back"  ice  cream  imports  to 
25%  of  calendar  1969.   Expressed  in  that  franie  of  reference, 
this  proposal  seems  stringent.   However,  if  one  looks  at 
tiae  record  of  imports,  one  finds  that  there  were  no  inports 
of  ice  crea-'n  until  calendar  19  69.   Consequently,  to  roll 
back  or  cut  back  to  25%  of  those  imports  is  no  rollback  or 
cutback  at  all,  but  rather  is  a  reward  to  the  foreign  ex- 
porter for  his  assiduousness  and  acumen  in  discovering  that 
ice  creara  -  itself  an  unfinished  product  unrecognizable  as 
ice  cream  -  might  offer  a  loophole.   To  make  the  25%  figure 
or  any  other  figure  meaningful,  the  frame  of  reference  nust- 
be  relevant.   If  one  is  going  to  limit  a  chicken  thief  to 
the  number  of  chickens  he  r.ay  steal,  one  should  use  as  his 
frame  of  reference  the  historical  years  during  which  there 
was  no  thievery  rather  than  the  most  recent  year  during 
which  for  one  reason  or  another  the  chicken  thief  began 
his  nefarious  activity.   Tv/enty-f ive  percent  of  an  evasion 
is  an  evasion  -  to  be  precise,  an  evasion  at  the  rate  of 
5,000,000  pounds  or  533,500  gallons  annually. 
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We  stror.qly  er.joir.  upon  the  staff  tha  v/isdoa  of 
52'':2Ctir.c  :i  -ear. ir.gf ul  frar.-a  of  refere.ica  -  the  historical 
ve^rs  during  v-hich  ehese  evasion  products  v/ere  not  ira- 
oortsd.   As  tha  Tariff  Co.T-T.ission  as  stated,  "...  the 
oeriod  in  which  such  increases  in  imports  occurred  cannot 
orcoerlv  be  regarded  as  being  che  v;hole,  or  pare,  of  a  rep- 
resentative 'period  within  the  r.eaning  of  the  statute.   To 
CO  so  makes  the  ' representative' period '  concept  meaning- 
less; it  not  only  improperly  increases  the  minimum  permis- 
sible quantities  of  articles  which  may  be  imported  but  also 
affects  the  equities  of  the  foreign  countries  that  supplied, 
and  the  im.porters  who  imported,  the  traditional  imports  of 
dairy  products  .  .  .  ."   Page  20,  §22  Report. 

V7ith  respect  to  three  of  the  four  §22  products 
there  is  not  even  a  suggestion  of  an'  alleged  rollback.   As 
Table  II  der.onstrates,  the  proposal  would  permit  chocolate- 
imports  .10  times  greater  than  the  actual  imports  for  calen- 
dar 1969/  animval  feed  imports  twice  greater  than  the  actual 
imports  for  calendar  1989  and  lov/fat  cheese  im^ports  tr.ree 
times  greater  than  the  actual'  imports  for  calendar  1959. 

Tha  line  of  reasoning  behind  such  suggested  per- 
niissivaness  can  oe  only  one  or  both,  of  two  considerations, 
either  unacceptable  to  the  dairy  industry.   The  first 
\7ould:  be  that  quotas  if  too  low  are  unenforceable'..   The 
ot.her  would  be  that  the  proposed  quotas  are-  less  than  im- 
ports will  be  in  1970  or  would  be  in  some  future  year.   As 
to  enforceability,  it  seems  clear'  that  the  simpler  m.eans 
to  facilitate  enforcement  is  to  set  a  zero  quota  --  any 
quantity  is  unlawful,  no  measurement  or  guessing  as  to 
prior  imports  15  required.   As  to  portended  increases,  such 
reasoninfj  only  stimiulates  a  feverish-effort -rapidly  to  in- 
ciease  imports.   -If  importers  are  given  to  understand  that 
future  quotas  will  be  set  in  relation  to  what  the  im.porter 
might  do  in  the  future  if  given  the  time  and  encouragement 
to  do  it,  the  importer  will  be  rewarded  for  his  ingenuity 
and  speed  in  finding  evasion  products  and  dumping  as  many 
of  them  as  possible  and  as  quickly  as  possible  upon  the 
American  market. 


6.   Cost  to  Taxoavers  and  Farmers 


As  Tables  III,  V  and  VI  demonstrate,  the  staff 
proposal  v;ould  cost  the  taxpayers  m>oney  in  the  form  of 
Departm.ent  of  Agriculture  (CCC)  support  payments  or  would 
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(20S'-    the  dairv  farrr.ar  ror.ey  t'r.rou'jh  product  dLS?_ocatioa . 
V---.  ^orr-.i^r  los3  v.-culd  ba  ?.bou-  -,".3,04  5,030.00  ar.d  tlie  lat- 
ter loss  would  be  about  ^4,549,000.00. 

The  oresent  proposal  '.-.•ould  lecitirr.ize  imports 
of  $9,300,000.00  v/hereas  accuai  ir-.ports  prior  to  calendar 
1969  of  the  sa.T.e  four  products  v/ere  only  $20,000.00.   It 
is  easy  to  dismiss  the  v/r.ole  subject  as  of  limited  m.eaning 
by  assignir.g  a  percentage  for  imports  in  com.parison  to 
som>e  astronom.ical  but:  irrelevant  figure  as,  for  example 
the  percentage  of  im.ports  to  total  domestic  dairy  produc- 
tion".  However,  v7hen  one  viev/s  the  actual  dollars  and  con- 
siders that  the  proposal  v/ould  legitim.ize  im.ports  at  an 
increase  from  $20,000.00  to  $9,300,000.00,  the  impact  bs- 
com.es  more  visible. 


7 .   Relationship  of  §22  Dairy  Products 

It  has  been  suggested  that  ice  cream  accounts 
for  88%  of  the  four  §22  products,  that  the  percentile  in- 
crease for  ice  creai;i  is  less  than  for  the  other  three  prod- 
ucts'and  that,  therefore,  by  some  alchemy,  thetotal  pro- 
posal should  have  no  dollar  affect  upon  the  dairy,  and-  re- 
lated industries. 

One  should  note  initially  that  ice  cream  does 
not  represent  83%  of  the  total  of  the  four  products.   On 
the  basis  of  solids  not  fat  measurement,  it  represents 
only  9,000,000  pounds  or  3%  -  by  far  the  least  of  the  four 
products.   On  the  basis  of  fat  m.easurem.ent,  it  represents 
25,000,000  pounds  or  76%.   Because  animal  feeds  are  not  a 
fat  product",  co-i?arison  on  the  basis  of  fat  m.easurement 
omits  170,000,000  pounds  of  solids  not  fat  measure-ment  as 
to  animal  feeds  and  renders  the  entire  basis  for  comparison 
useless.   See  Table  IV". 

On  the  basis  of  a  dollar  comparison,  ice  cream. 
also  is  the  smallest  of  the  four  products  -  see  Table  V, 
showing  that  ice  crea.m  represents  $1,300,000.00  compared 
to  $1,400,000.00  for  chocolate,  $2,700,000.00  for  lowfat 
cheese,  $3,900,000.00  for  animal  feeds,  a  total  of 
$9,300,000.00.  Zven  on  the  basis  of  imported  value  as  dis- 
tinguished from  domestic  value,  ice  cream  represents  the 
sm.allest  value,  $500  ,  000  .  00- of  $5,790,000.00. 

Thus,  it  is  incorrect  to  contend  that  there 
should  be  no  proSle::?  because  there  is.  a  rollback  as  to 
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ic3  crean  ar.d  ice  craan  is  2  3^'i  of  the  total  package.   This 
arru-T.ant  ij  ir.corr^cc  for  cv;a  r  2.^30.-13,  a3  noc^d  supra,  (1) 
bacau3a  by  either  of  the  cv/o  viccep-abie  r.ethods  of  r.easure- 
r.a.-.c,  ice  crear.i  is  the  sr?.allest  of  the  four  products;  and 
(2)  because  ice  creani  is  not  to  be  rolled  back  but  rather 
is  to  be  increased  by  5,000,000  pounds  or  638,500  gallons 
over  its  pre-19  69  in\port  level.  1-/ 


17  In  support  of  the  proposition  that  ifeasuring  ice  crean 
by  fat  content  is  an  ir'.proper  means  of  nieasurecent,  we 
note  the  conur.ent  of  the  Tariff  Conunission. 

".  .  .In  examining  the  effects  of  imports 
on  the  price-support  programs,  it  is  there- 
fore necessary  to  give  due  consideration 
not  only  to  the  buttarfat,  but  also  to  the 
nonfat  milk  solids  contained  therein. 

"Imports  of  m.any  of  the  basic  forms  of 
nonfat  milk  solids  (i.e.  nonfat  dry  milk, 
dry  buttermilk,  and  dry  whey)  have  been  sub- 
ject to  section  22  quotas  since  the  initial 
section  22  quotas  v/ere  established  in  19  53. 
Since  that  time  most  of  the  emphasis  on  im- 
ports of  dairy  products  has  been  on  products 
containing  butterfat  and  no  nonfat  milk 
solids  or  on  products  containing  large  pro- 
portions  of  butterfat  in  relation  to'their 
nonfat  milk  solids  content.   As  the  importa- 
tion of  these. products  has  increased  they 
have  generally  been  placed  under  section  22 
linitations  to  prevent  them  from  interfering 
■with  the  price  support  program.s. 

"As  the  imports  of  dairy  products  with 
significant  butterfat  content  have  bean   for 
the  most  part  brought  under  section  22  controls, 
importers  have  now  also  turned  their  attention 
toward  products  which  contain  little  or  no 
butterfat,  but  v/hich, contain  significant 
amounts  of  nonfat  milk  solids  (e.g.,  the  ani- 
inal  feeds  and  low-fat  cheese  considered  in 
this  investigation) .   When  measuring  imports 
of  such  products,  milk  equivalency  on  a  butter- 
fat basis  is  obviously  of  limitad  useful- 
ness .  ..."   Pages  5-5,  §22  Report. 
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3.      Cor.cl-:3ior\ 


Frora  ths  foregoing,  it  should  be  clear  that  the 
c.:xLrv   industrv  car.r.ot  accept:  the  staff  proposal  as  a  help- 
ful ir-.pler'.entation  of  the   §22  recp.-rj?.ar.dation3  or  as  a  sig- 
nificant steo  toward  solving  the'  problem  of  evasion  i~.port3. 
It  also  should  be  clear  that,  r.erits  aside,  practical  politi- 
cal considerations  militate  in  the  direction  of  inplenienting 
§22  recorjT.andations ,  at  least  to  the  extent  not  totally  pra- 


cludad  by  a  countervailing  political  (as  distinguished  fror._ 
diplcrnatic)  consideration. 2/  y^^ 


EDVr/N  EAPJ1130M 


'^V>l/to 


V 


The  diplor?,atic  considerations  should  not  be  undue.   A 
reasonable  foreign  negotiator  v;ould  have  to  adnit  that 
the  discussion  concerns  evasion  products  and  th-at  the 
historical  and  rr.eaningful  base  period  is  that  of  rero 
or  negligible  imports.   The  assignment  of  our  diplo- 


ic; dssijnment  or  o; 


ir.atic  negotiators  should  be  to  negotiate  tne  result  we 
desire,  not  to  limit  the  result  by  tha  difficulty  of  the 
negotiations. 
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von    XMHiiCJiATE  HELtinoE  JAHUAR'/  3,  Vjjii 

Orrice  of  the  Uhlte  llou-e  Prebc  Secretary 


THE  WHITE  l(0U3E 
The  Milk  Support   Price  Dscjlslon 

During  the  spring  of  1971,  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Clifford  Hardia  announced  that  certain  dairy  products  would 
be  supported  by  the  Federal  Goverment  at  80  oercent  of  parity 
durii!;^  the  1971-72  narketing  season.   Subs-quencly,  under 
iienvy  pressure  fron  the  Congress  to  increase  supports  and 
after  consultation  with  his  senior  advisers,  the' President 
reconsidered  and  requested  the  Secretary  to  raise  the  price 
support  level  for  the  coming  year  to  85  percent  of  parity.  .; 

Because  the  President  also  met  with  dairy  leaders  during" 
this  same  period  and  because  campaign  contributions  v;ere 
given  to  his  re-election  effort  during  1971,  there  have  been 
charges  in  the  media  and  elsev/here  that  the  President 's' aations 
on  price  supports  were  the  result  of  promises  from  the  dairy 
industry  to  contribute  to  the  1972  Republican  Presidential 
campaign.   These  allegations  are  unsupported  by  evidence  and 
are  totally  false. 

I.   The  Decisions  of  March.  1971 

The  decision  announced  each  year  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  of  the  price  at  which  the  Government  will  support 
milk  prices  has  a  significant  impact  on  the  Nation's  dairy 
farmers.   In  1970,  Secretary  Hardin  had  announced  that  for 
tne  marketing  year  running  from  April  1,  1970  through  March  31, 
J971,  the  Government  would  support  manufacturing  milk  at 
$|l.66  per  100  pounds,  or  at  85  percent  of  parity.   This 
figure  represented  an  increase  of  38  cents  and  an  increase 
of  2  percent  of  the  parity  rate  over  the  year  before  (1969- 
1970). 

As  the  1971-72  marketing  season  approached,  the  question 
within  the  Government  was  whether  to  continue  supporting  the 
milk  price  at  $l).55  per  100  pounds  or  to  raise  the  price. 
Because  a  grain  shortage  and  other  factors  had  increased  the 
costs  of  production  for  dairy  farmers,  a  continuation  of  the 
$11.66  price  meant  that  the  parity  rate  would  actually  fall  to 
approximately  Oo  percent.   To  the  farmers,  a  drop  in  parity 
rate  would  result  in  a  possible  loss  of  income  which  in  turn 
could  deter  production.   The  farmers  therefore  advocated  an 
increase  in  the  price  support  to  $5.21  per  100  pounds,  or  90 
percent  of  parity;  at  the  very  least,  they  argued,  the 
Goverriment  should  raise  the  price  to  $l).92  per  100  pounds 
and  thereby  m.aintain  the  current  parity  rate  of  85  percent. 
At  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  it  was  feared  that  such 
price  increases  might  encourage  excess  production  on  the 
farms,  raise  the  prices  of  dairy  products  for  consumers,  and 
'  ultiiiately  force  the  Government  to  purchase  the  surolus 
products. 

Tne  dairy  Industry,  which  had  become  hlL;hly  or^'i^.nizod  in 
tnc  lyCOs,  moved  to  exert  maxinum,  direct  pressure  on  the 
.Secretary  of  Agriculture  In  early  1971.   lii  a  few  wc?el;s ,  over 
13,^^0  letters  from  milk  producers  were  received  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 


l<^(9 


NOTE:     THE  COMPLETE  TEXT  OF  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  PAPER  ON  MILK  PRICE  SUPPORTS  IS  REPRINTED  AT  7.1. 
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iiicnorandam  that  the  President  acknov/lc-dr;-;  A.'IPI'c  support. 
Ho  suir.rjestlon  was  made  that  any  commitment  whatso-rver  be 
iiiiidt;  to  do  any  substantive  act.   There  v;aD  alGO  no  mention 
oC  tlie  aiisertod  plodee  during  the  meetlnR. 


Another  reTerence  to  fundralslnc  viao  In  a  letter  addressed 
to  the  President  on  December  16,  1970  from  Patrick  J.  Hillings, 
;i  former  Con.^ressnan  who  had  succeeded  Mr.  Mlxon  In  his 
Con';resElonai  seat  after  the  latter  had  been  elected  to  . 
the' Senate.   At  that  time,  Mr.  Hillings  was  a  menber  of  a 
1/ashlngton,  D.C.  lau  firm  that  represented  the  dairymen  In 
the  Nation's  Capital.   In  his  letter,  K^.  Hlllin;;s  asked  for 
the  immediate"  imposition  of  revised  dairy  import  quotas  in 
accordance  with  recoT.T.e.-.dations  recently  presented  to  the 
President  by  the  Tarix-f  00^.^133 io.T.   President  Hlxon  did  not  _ 
see  the'  letter. 

Since  the  President  had  already  been  informed  of  the 
fundraising  efforts  by  the  dairy  industry,  the- only  possible 
relevance  of  the  Hillings  letter  would  lie  in  what  action  was 
taken  on  the  Tariff  Coranission  recommendations  that  Mr_  Hillings 
asked  the  President  to  accept. 


The  fact  is  that  the  action  taken  b^  the  President- on 
import-quotas  was  less  favorable  to  the  dairy  industry  than 
the  steps  reeorgended  by  the  Tariff  Corunission.   The 
Commission,  a  body  of  impartial  experts,  had  recommended 
on  economic  grounds  and  pursuant  to  statutory  requirements 
that  imports  be  closed  off  entirely  for  three  dairy  products 
(ice  cream,  certain  chocolate  products,  and  aninal  feeds 
containing  milk  derivatives)  and  that  much  lower  i^.°°J''^ 
quotas  be  set  for  a  fourth  item,  lov<-fat  cheese.   Rather 
than  closing  off  imports  —  an  action  that  would  have  been    ■ 
more  favorable  'to  the  dairy  industry  —  the  President  instead 
reduced  the  import  quotas  on  each  item,  permitting  all  four 
goods  to  continue  their  competition  with  American  dairy 
products . 

1971 

The  President  next  met  with  dairy  representatives  at    • 
10:30  a.m.  on  March  23,  1971,  in  the  Cabinet  Roon  of  the  White 
House.   Included  in  the  meeting  were  a  delegation  from  the 
dairy  cooperatives  as  well  as  several  Administration  off Iclais 
including  OWB  Director.  George  Shultz;  Assistant  to  «-he  President , 
John  Ehrlichn\an;  Deputy  Assistants  to  the  President,  Henry  Cashen 
and  John  Whitaker;  and  Donald  Rice,  Associate  Director  of  0.13. 
From  the  Department  of  Agriculture  were  Secretary  Hardin;  Under 
Secretary  Phil  Campbell;  Assistant  Secretaries  Clarence  Palmby 
and  Richard  Lyng;  and  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  William 
Calbraith. 

Contrary  to  allegations  which  have  since  been  made,  the 
meeting  had  been  scheduled  more  than  three  weeks  before,  the 
March  12  announcement  on  price  supports  by  Secretary ^Hardin. 
As  noted  above,  the  meeting  stemmed  from  an  invitation  first 
extended  on  September  t ,  1970  when  the  President  spo^e  6y 
telephone  to  Harold  Nelson  of  AMPI .   In  January  of  1971, 
Secretar-  Hardin  recommended  to  the  White  House  that  the 
meeting  be  placed  on  the  President's  r.chedule.   Thereafter, 
in  Februarv,  the  White  House  arranged  the  March  meeting. 
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13.     By  memorandum  dated  December  18,  1970  Cnarles  Colson  complained 
to  Murray  Chotiner  regarding  the  behavior  of  AMPI  lawyers  Harrison  and 
Hillings.   Colson  stated  that  they  had  so  muddied  up  the  present  dairy 
import  situation  that  he  almost  thought  there  was  no  way  to  help  them. 
He  also  stated  that  they  had  refused  to  help  recently  in  a  matter  of 
great  importance. 


Page 

13.1   Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  Murray 
Chotiner,  December  18,  1970  (received 
from  White  House) .' 260 
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13.1     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,   DECEMBER  18,    1970 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 

House  Judiciary  Committee  staff  File  with 


Dairy 
Imports  — 
December  18,  1970 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  MURRAY  CHOTINER 


Your  friends,  Harrison  and  Hillings,  have  just  about  run  out  of  string 
with  Henry  Cashen  and  me.   They  are  personally  abusive  —  particularly 
Harrison  —  not  only  to  the  two  of  us  but  to  the  secretaries  in  this  office 
and  they  are  making  impossible  demands.   They  continually  go  around 
us.   They  have  told  us  that  we  cannot  under  any  circumstances  talk  to 
their  principals.   Their  clients,  of  course,  continue  to  call  us  and  in 
an  effort  to  be  helpful  to  Harrison  and  Hillings  we  refuse  to  take  the 
calls. 

They  have  so  muddled  up  the  present  dairy  import  situation  that  I 
almost  think  there  is  no  way  that  we  can  help  them.   It  is,  believe  me, 
an  incredible  situation.   I  practiced  law  for  ten  years  in  this  city  and 
wouldn't  think  of  treating  a  messenger  from  GSA  the  way  these  guys 
think  they  can  order  the  White  House  around.   Frankly,  in  view  of  the 
relationship  with  the  dairy  industry  that  is  involved,  I  think  that  these 
guys  are  simply  too  dangerous  to  deal  with  and  that  they  should  either 
be  put  in  their  place  or  cut  out  of  the  act  altogether.   They  have  also 
refused  to  help  recently  in  a  matter  of  great  importance  to  us.   In 
sum,  they  are  very,  very  bad  news. 

Unless  the  situation  can  be  straightened  out,  I  intend  to  talk  to  the 
dairymen  directly  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  simply  let 
them  know  that  we  will  deal  with  them  on  any  problems  but  that  we 
cannot  deal  with  their  lawyers  —  or  at  least  in  the  way  in  which  their 
lawyers  have  been  acting. 


Charles  W.  Colson 


bcc:   Henry  Cashen 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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IZ.l     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM,   DECEMBER  18,    1970 


Deceraber  13,   I'^TO 


001295 

Your  xrisadi:,  H.irTiaoa  and  Killir.53,  hava  just  about  run  out  of  string 
-.vith  Hsary  Cxibtn  iad  =ia-    Thsy  are  persoTiail/  zbcsivs  •-  parriculari-/ 

Harrlacn not  oaly  to  tie  t^o  of  U3  but  to  the  secr^tari^  in  this  ouic© 

b,ad  the7  ars  making  impossibU  dsmaada,     Thsy  continually  30  around 
^j^^    They  hava  toid  'oa  tnai  we  cannot  uadar  any  circumatnnces  tallc  t» 
their  principalJ.     Their  cUcnt3,  o£  course,   continue  io  call  us  and  in 
an  eiiort  to  be  helpful  to  Harrison  and  Killings  vra  raiuao  to  taka  tia 
calls. 

They  have  so  muddied  up  the  present  dairy  import  aituafcioa  that  I 
almoat  thinic  there  is  no  way  that  V9  can  help  thero.    It  is,  beiiev*  me, 
an  incredible  situation-    I  practiced  law  for  ten  years  in  thJs  city  and 
wouldn't  thirk  ot  treatin.^  a  messenger  -rrom  G3A  the  way  these  guys 
think  they  can  order  t':ii>  ".Vhite  House  around.     Frankly,  in-yiew  of  the 
relationship  with  the  dairy  industry  that  is  involved,  I  think  that  thes© 
-•niys  are  simply  too  dangerous  to  deal  with  and  that  they  shiKiid  either 
be  put  in  their  place  or  cut  out  of  the  act  altoffather.    The^^ve  alsa 
refused  to  help  recently  in  a  matter  o£  great  Im-Dc-tance  to  os*    la 
fiufn,  thay  arc  very,  vary  bad  news. 

Unless  the  situation  can  bo  straightened  out,  I  Intend  to  talk  to  th« 
dairymen  directly  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricnltars  and  sisaply  iat 
them  know  that  ws  will  deal  with  them  on  any  problems  bui  that  wb 
cannot  deal  with  their  lawyars  —  or  at  least  ia  tha  way  in  which  their- 
lawyers  have  been  acting. 


Charles  W,  Colson- 


bcc:  Henry  Cashen. 
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14.     On  December  31,  1970  the  President  signed  a  proclamation  lowering 
import  quotas  on  certin  chocolate  and  other  dairy  products.   The  action 
taken  by  the  President  was  less  favorable  than  the  steps  recommended  by 
the  Tariff  Commission. 
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I  Imports  of  Dairy  Products 

Proclamation  4026.     December  31, 1970 

Proclamation  Amending  and  Correcting  Part  3  of 

THE    ApPENDLX   to   THE   TaRIFF    SCHEDULES    OF    THE 

United  States  with  Respect  to  the  Importation 
OF  Agricultural  Commodities 

By   the   President   of    the    United    States    of    America 
a  Proclamation 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  section  22  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  624),  limitations 
have  been  imposed  by  Presidential  proclamations  on  the 
quantities  of  certain  articles  which  may  be  imported  into 
the  United  States  in  any  quota  year;  and 

Whereas,  in  accordance  with  section  102(3)  of  the 
Tarifl  Classification  Act  of  1962,  the  President  by  Procla- 
mation No.  3548  of  August  21,  1963,  proclaimed  the 
additional  import  restrictions  set  forth  in  part  3  of  the 
Appendix  to  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States; 
and 

Whereas,  the  import  restrictions  on  certain  dairy 
products  set  forth  in  part  3  of  the  Appendix  to  the  Tariff 
Schedules  of  the  United  States  as  proclaimed  by  Procla- 
mation No.  3548  have  been  amended  by  Proclamation 
No.  3558  of  October  5,  1963;  Proclamation  No.  3562  of 
November  26,  1963;  Proclamation  No.  3597  of  July  7, 
1964;  section  88  of  the  TarifT  Schedules  Technical 
Amendments  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  950) ;  Proclamation 
No.  3709  of  March  31,  1966;  Proclamation  No.  3790 
of  June  30,  1967;  Proclamation  No.  3822  of  December 
16,  1967;  Proclamation  No.  3856  of  June  10,  1968; 
Proclamation  No.  3870  of  September  24,  1968;  and  Proc- 
lamation No.  3884  of  January  6,  1969;  and 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  said  section  22,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  advised  me  there  was  reason  to  believe  that 
the  articles,  for  %vhich  import  restrictions  are  hereinafter 
proclaimed,  arc  being  imported,  and  are  practically  cer- 
tain to  be  imported,  under  such  conditions  and  in  such 
quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or 
materially  interfere  with  the  price  support  program  now 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  milk 
and  butterfat,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of 
products  processed  in  the  United  States  from  domestic 
milk  and  butterfat ;  and 

Whereas,  under  the  authority  of  said  section  22,  I 
requested  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission  to  make  an 
investigation  with  respect  to  this  matter;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission  has 
made  an  investigation  under  the  authority  of  said  section 


22  with  respect  to  this  matter  and  has  reported  to  me  its 
findings  and  recommendations  made  in  connection  there- 
with; and 

Whereas,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report, 
I  find  and  declare  that  the  articles,  for  which  import  re- 
strictions are  hereinafter  proclaimed,  arc  being  imported 
and  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  ihe  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective  or  materially  interfere 
with  the  price  support  program  now  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  milk  and  butterfat  or  to 
reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  products  processed  in 
the  United  States  from  domestic  milk  and  butterfat;  and 
Whereas  I  find  and  declare  that  for  the  purpose  of  the 
first  proviso  of  section  22(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 
ment Act,  as  amended,  the  representative  period  for  im- 
ports of  such  articles  is  the  calendar  years  1967  through 
1969; and 

Whereas,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  re- 
port, I  find  and  declare  that  the  imposition  of  the  import 
restrictions  hereinafter  proclaimed  is  necessary  in  order 
that  the  entry,  or  withdrawal  from  warehouse,  for  con- 
sumption of  such  articles  will  not  render  or  tend  to  render 
ineffective  or  materially  interefere  with  the  price  support 
program  now  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture for  milk  and  butterfat,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the 
amount  of  products  processed  in  the  United  States  from 
domestic  milk  and  butterfat;  and 

Whereas  I  find  and  declare  that  the  allocation  of 
shares  of  the  import  quotas  proclaimed  herein  among  the 
countries  of  origin  shall  be  based  upon  the  proportion  of 
such  articles  supplied  by  such  countries  during  the  twelve 
months  July  1 969  through  June  1 970,  taking  due  account 
of  any  special  factors  which  may  have  affected  or  may  be 
affecting  the  trade  in  the  articles  concerned;  and 

Whereas  it  has  been  determined  advisable,  in  order 
to  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  import  restrictions  pro- 
claimed pursuant  to  said  section  22  with  respect  to  iircicles 
for  which  licences  arr  lequired,  that  the  Seciet.in  of 
Agriculture  be  authorized  to  adjust,  within  the  aggregate 
quantity  of  any  such  article  permitted  to  be  entered  from 
all  countries  during  a  calendar  year,  the  quantities  of  any 
such  article  which  may  be' entered  from  particular  coun- 
tries of  origin; 

Wherf.as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  has  advised  me 
that,  due  to  a  processing  error,  the  published  figures  for 
the  importation  during  the  calendar  year  1967  of  articles 
originating  in  Iceland,  on  which  the  import  restriction  of 
such  articles  set  forth  in  item  950. lOD  of  Part  III  of  the 
Appendix  to  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States 
was  based,  understated  actual  imports  from  that  country 
for  1967  by  89,000  pounds;  and 
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Whereas,  in  order  to  carrv  out  the  Picsidcntial  infcn-  Quoi^  Q,„„,i,iy 

Country  of  Origm  {I-n  pounds) 

tion  that  such  import  restriction  should  be  Imscd  on  the  _   ,„„  „„„ 

,     ,.       •         ,       ,        ■  ,     ,         tijj-      .1  Denmark b,  ()«i,i,  uun 

level  of  imports  of  such  articles  Irom  leelnnd  during  the  •     ,  ,-•      ■                                                              -701    nno 

,      .        '      ,„^_     .     ^  .      .  .  ,."      ,         United  Kingdoin /91,UUU 

calendar  year  IPG/.  the  figure  in  the  quota  qiianlity  eol-  t.  ,      j                                                                          7r,f-   rno 

limn  opposite  Ireland  in  item  930.10D  of  Part  III  of  the  '                                                                                ino'nnn 

*,!  ,      rr-    -rr  o  1    J  1        r    1     T T   •.    1  c.  .  West  Germany lUU.uuu 

Appendix  to  the  TanfT  Schedules  of  the  United  States  „  ,       ,                                                                           one;   ^nn 

.      ij  1  .ji      ■  •       .1  ,1      QO  nnn        Poland J«5,  bUU 

should  be  corrected  bv  increasing  the  amount  liv  oy,UUU  ,„q   cnn 

,  ■  °  Australia ]23,bW 

P°»"<i^'  „     .,  ,        Iceland  64,300 

Now.  Therefore,  I,  Rich  \rd  Nixon,  President  of  None 
the  United  States  of  .\inerica,  acting  under  and  by  virtue 

of  the  authority  \estcd  in  me  as  President,  and  in  conform-  (c)    Items  950.16,  950.17,  and  950.18  are  added  fol- 

ity  with  the  pro\isions  of  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  lowing  item  950.15,  which  read  as  follows: 

Adjustment  .Act,  as  amended,  and  the  TarifT  Classifica-  ^^^^^     Chocolate  provided  for  in  item  156.30  of  part 

tionActof  1962   do  hereby  proclaim  that:  ^^    ^^^    ^^,.^,^^   containing    chocolate    pro- 

1.   Part  3  of  the  .Appendix  to  the   J  arin  Schedules  ol  -j    i  /      •     ■.        loon-          .  i  c;   ,  i    j  ,i„  i 

\^   .     ,-          .       ''        ,       ...  vided  for  in  ilcn7  1R2.93.  part  15,  schedule  1, 

The  United  States  is  amended  as  tollows:  containing  5.5  percent  or  less  by  weight  of 

( a )  Headnote  3  ( a )  is  amended  as  follows :  butterf at  ( except  articles  for  consumption  at 

( 1 )  Subdivision  { I )  is  amended  by  changing  the  Hem  ^.^j^i,  ^  ^^^ jy  ^^  confection ) : 
number  "950.15"  in  the  first  sentence  to  "950.16"  and 

1              *  •          1       1                                           f         f   ti  Quota  Quantity 

by  revising  the  last  sentence  to  read  as  follows :  ^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^.^.^                          ^j^ ^„„„ j,, 

"No  licenses  shall  be  issued  which  will  permit  entry        United  Kingdom 930,  000 

during  the  first  six  months  of  a  quota  year  of  more        Ireland   3,  750,000 

thanone-half  of  the  quantities  specified  in  the  column        Other None 

entitled 'Quota  Quantity- for  any  of  the  articles  sub-  g^^,^     Animal  feeds  containing  milk  or  milk  derivatives, 

ject  to   the   quotas  provided   for  m   items  950.07  under  item  184.75,  subpart  C,  part 

through  950.10E,  950.15,  and  950.16."  15,  schedule  1 : 

(2)  In  subdivision  (iii)   the  phrase  "items  950.10B,  Quota  Quantity 
950.10C,    and    950.10D"    is    changed    to   read    "items  Country  of  Origin                          {in  pounds) 
950.10B  through  950. lOE".                                                         Ireland 12,060,000 

(3)  A  new  subdivision  (iv)  is  added  which  reads  as        United  Kingdom 185,000 

follows-  New  Zealand 3,930,000 

Australia 125,000 

"(iv)    Nothwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  „  ,                                                                                      None 

this  part,  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines 

that,  in  the  case  of  any  article  for  which  licenses  are  950.18     Ice  cream,  as  provided  for  in  item   118.25  of 

required  by  subdivision  (i)  hereof,  a  quantity  speci-  part  4,  subpart  D,  schedule  1 : 

fied  in  the  column  entitled  'Quota  Quantiry'  opposite  Quota  Quantity 

the  name  of  any  coumry  is  not  likely  to  be  entered  C<"'"">  "/  0.;«m                          (ir.  «""''"') 

within  any  calendar  year,  he  may  by  regulation  pro-        Belgium '^^J>  "-J 

vide  with  respect  to  such  article  for  the  adjustment        New  Zealand 155,  680 

for  that  calendar  year,  within  the  aggregate  quantity        Denmark J,  ^ 

of  such   article   permitted  to   be  entered   from   all        Netherlands    27,600 

.                                         ■  •  T        ■                                                                                950 

countries  during  such -calendar  year,  of  the  quantities        Janiaua    

of  such  article  which  may  be  entered  during  such        Other xone 

year  from  particular  countries  of  origin."  (jj   -j-pj^  Agurc  [„  thg  quota  quantity  column  opposite 

(b)  Item  950.10E  is  added  following  item  950.I0D,  "Iceland"     in     item     950.10D    is    corrected     to     read 
\vhich  reads  as  follows:  "649,000". 

950. lOE     Cheese,  and  substitutes  for  cheese,  containing  2.  .\rticles  which  were  exported  to  the  United  States 

0.5  percent  or  less  by  weight  of  buttcrfat,  on  a  through  bill  of  lading,  or  which  were  in  bonded 

as  provided  for  in  items  117.75  and  117.85  warehouse,  but  not  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  ware- 

of  subpart  C,   part  4,  .schedule    I ,  except  house,  for  consumption  prior  to  the  eflfective  date  of  this 

articles  within  the  scope  of  other  import  proclamation,  shall  not  be  denied  entry  under  the  import 

quotas  provided  for  in  this  part;  if  shipped  restrictions  herein  proclaimed   Notwithstanding  headnote 

otherwise  than  in  pursuance  to  a  purchase,  3(a)  (i)  of  part  3  of  the  Appendix  to  llu;  TarilT  Schedules 

or  if  having  a  purchase  price  under  47  cents  of  the  United  States,  import  licenses  shall  not  be  required 

per  pound:  for  the  entry  into  the  United  Stales  during  the  first  six 
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months  of  the  calendar  year  1971  of  articles  subject  to 
the  quotas  provided  in  items  950. 1 OE  and  950.16. 

3.  The  provisions  of  this  proclamation  shall  become 
effective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Reeiii^ter. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  hereunto  set  my  hand  this 
thirty-first  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
nineteen  hundred  and  seventy  and  of  the  Independence 
of  the  United  States  of  America  the  one  hundred  and 
ninety-fifth. 

Richard  Nixon 

[Filed    with    the    Office    of    the    Federal    Register,    12:21    p.m., 
December  31,  1970] 


International  Financial  Institutions  Bill 

Statement  by  the  President  on  Signing  the  Bill 
Into  Law.     December  31,   1970 

I  am  today  signing  H.R.  18306 — the  international 
financial  institutions  bill — although  it  only  partially  meets 
my  recommendations. 

I  welcome  that  part  of  the  bill  which  approves  the 
$1,540  million  increase  in  the  United  States  quota  in 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  as  part  of  a  general 
increase  in  Fund  quotas.  This  is  a  major  step.  The  gen- 
eral quota  increase  will  enable  the  Fund  to  meet  its  im- 
portant responsibilities  for  providing  adequate  credit 
facilities  to  support  expanding  world  trade  and  capita! 
movements.  Our  own  quota  increase  permits  the  United 
States  to  maintain  its  leadership  role  in  the  Fund,  and  also 
takes  the  first  step  towards  enabling  us  to  enjoy  the  full 
benefits  of  the  Special  Drawing  Rights  allocation  to  be 
made  on  January  1,  1971. 

Similarly,  I  welcome  the  authorization  for  an  increase 
in  our  World  Bank  capital  subscription.  The  United  States 
can  now  participate  fully  in  making  available  to  the  Bank 
?2  billion  of  subscriptions  from  other  countries  in  addi- 
tion to  our  o'.vn  increa.^e  of  .'5246  million.  The  increase 
will  maintain  our  relative  voting  position  in  the  Bank.  It 
will  be  of  considerable  help  to  the  Bank  in  meeting  its 
expanded  program  of  assistance  to  the  developing  coun- 
tries by  expanding  the  ba.se  on  which  it  can  borrow  in 
private  capital  markets  around  the  world,  and  by  adding 
a  substantial  amount  of  paid-in  capital  immediately  avail- 
able to  the  Bank. 

Unfortunately,  the  legislative  situation  did  not  permit 
action  on  my  request  for  $100  million  for  the  Special 
Funds  of  the  Asian  Development  Bank.  We  must  not  allow 
further  delay  to  be  interpreted  as  lack  of  U.S.  support  for 
the  Bank  at  a  time  when  it  Ls  coming  to  play  an  essential 
role  in  encouraging  peaceful  development  in  .\sia.  Tliis 
Bank,  the  result  of  an  /\sian  initiative  and  managed  pri- 
marily by  .Asians,  is  a  major  force  for  peaceful  and  cooper- 
ative development.  Six  countries  have  already  contributed 


to  the  Special  Funds  in  anticipation  of  a  United  States 
contribution.  Failure  to  act  early  in  the  next  session  of 
the  Congress  would  be  a  serious  setback  to  the  Bank's 
ability  to  obtain  funds  from  other  donors  and  build  a 
strong,  long-range,  concessional  lending  facility.  Accord- 
ingly, I  wish  to  stress  that  I  will  ask  the  92d  Congress  to 
take  prompt  action  to  provide  a  United  States  contribu- 
tion of  $100  million  to  the  Bank's  Special  Funds. 

With  respect  to  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank, 
H.R.  18306  meets  my  reoue.st  to  provide  an  expansion  of 
over  $800  million  in  the  United  States  subscription  to  the 
Bank's  ordinary  capital.  This  desirable  step  will  greatly 
strengthen  the  Bank's  capacity  for  conventional  lending. 

However,  I  regret  that  H.R.  1 8306  authorizes  payment 
and  appropriation  of  only  $100  million  for  replenishment 
of  the  resources  of  the  Bank's  Fund  for  Special  Opera- 
tions, an  amount  representing  the  first  portion  of  a  planned 
$  1  billion  contribution  over  a  3-year  period.  The  bill  does 
authorize  the  U.S.  Governor  to  vote  in  favor  of  a  pend- 
ing resolution  of  the  Bank  which  contemplates  that  the 
full  contribution  will  be  available  on  schedule,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  legislative  action  the  U.S.  Governor 
will  cast  his  votes  in  favor  of  the  resolution. 

Further  action  by  the  Congress  will  be  necessary  to 
enable  the  United  States  to  conclude  the  subscription 
procedure  envisioned  by  the  resolution,  and  I  will  urge 
the  92d  Congress  to  take  action  to  that  end.  Full  U.S. 
implementation  of  this  replenishment  of  the  Fund  for 
Special  Operations  will  enable  the  Bank  to  continue  and 
expand  its  role  as  the  hemisphere's  major  instrument  for 
promoting  development  financing. 

As  I  indicated  in  my  foreign  aid  reform  message  on 
September  15,  international  institutions  can  and  should 
play  a  major  role  in  the  funding  of  development  assist- 
ance. I  have  therefore  proposed  that  the  United  States 
channel  an  increasing  share  of  its  development  assistance 
through  these  institutions  as  rapidly  as  practicable.  The 
institutions  considered  in  H.R.  18306  are  among  the  most 
important  to  this  effort.  I  therefore  welcome  the  authori- 
zation:) contained  in  H.R.  18306,  but  regret  its  faihire  to 
fully  meet  my  requests  and  urge  that  the  92d  Congress 
take  early  action  to  do  so. 

note:  As  enacted,  the  bill  (H.R.  18305)  is  Public  Law  91-599, 
approved  December  30,  1970. 


Coal  Mine  Disaster  in  Kentucky 

Statement  by  the  President.     December  31,   1970 

The  coal  mine  explosion  which  stnick  yesterday  in  the 
mountains  of  Kentucky  .ilso  struck  at  the  hearts  of  all 
.\mericans.  On  their  behalf,  I  extend  our  deepest  sym- 
pathy to  the  families  .ind  friends  of  those  who  lost  their 
Uves  in  this  tragic  accident. 
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INFORMATION 


U.S.  TARIFF  COMMISSION 
bmcE  OF  tiiE  SEcliEtARy 

WASHINGTON,  D.C;  20436 
PHONE:   NA.  8-0947  ,   ' 


Fi>v  roleane 
Ont.ob'ir  6,   1970 


TARIPF   COtUIISSION  RET.F.AGET.  R^rORT  TO  THR  PRESIDENT 
ON  DATRy  PRODUOTS 


The  U.S.   T^irif;^  O'^TJtii.-.H  on  t.rw-Jav  released  its  Septeirber  21, 
1970,   reviort  t.'->  the  Tr'^sideiTi.  on  the  results  of  pn  investiga- 
tion of  certain  d/^ir;/  p'-oductt;  under  ser+.ion  22  of  tJie  Agriaii- 
tnral-  Ad.lustr.ifnr,  /r.t,    as  pmonded.     The  purpose  of  the  invent! ga- 
tior(_^(No.   22-?8)  wPs  tn  detannine  whether  ice  cream,    certain 
chocolate  and  Article;.'!   containing   chcolatej    certain  animal 
feeds,    and   cort^'in  <-hecsf=!,"3  are  being,   or  are  practically  certain 
to  be.   :1mported  into  'rh.e.  United  States  urder  such  conditinn!?   and 
in  nnch  qupnM+ies  us  to  ren'lej-  or  tend  v.u  render  ineffective, 
or  materially  inter/ere  with,    the  U.S.   Uepartmeut  of  Agriculture's 
price-support  programs  for  milk  and  butterfat,   or  to  reduce  sub- 
stantially -t.he  amor.nt  of  products  processed  in  the  United  States 
from  domestic  mii'k  ond  hntterfat. 

The  Comri' roion  "aaiiimonsly  four>d  material    interference,   or 
practical  certainty  of  such  Interference,   fron  imports  of  all 
the  T.'roducts  ramcd   aV?vc  nrid  rccom.mcnded  1rapor+.  qfuotas  of  zero 
for  ice  creaia,    certain  chocolate  and  articles  containing  choco- 
lata,   pnd  certalu  aniwi    feeds.     With  respect  to  ncrtain  cheeses, 
the   Commission  recunmer^t.d  an  absoliitr   quota  of   30,000  pounds 
for  the  remainder  of  IV/O  .•>i->d  an  abyolute  quota  of  100,000  pounds 
for  each  calendar  yqar  after  1970.     The  quotas  tiiey  assigned  to 
the  various  products  are  baced  on  the  patterns   of  trade  during 
the   calendar  years  1963  through  1?65,    inclusive. 

The  Commission's  mport  contains,   in  addition  to  the  Com-^ 
mission's  statement  of  the  r;op'5iderati<ms  on  which  its  findings 
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and  recommendations  were  based,  information  on  the  domestic 
dairy  situation,  Federal  programs  for  dairy  products,  foreign 
trade,  and  support  programs  and  export  subsidies  of  foreign 
countries. 

Copies  of  the  report  (T.C.  Pub.  338)  are  available  upon 
request  as  long  as  the  limited  supply  lasts.  Requests  should 
be  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  U.S.  Tariff  Commission,  8th  and 
E  Streets,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20I436. 
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i''0!;    tMMEOIATE   HELtlnot;  *         JAtlUARVT    8,    I31k 

Orrice   of   the   UlUte   Holio-j    Prea=   Secretary 

THE  WHITE  HOUSE 


Tlie     Milk     Support      Price      Decision 

Diirlnt;  the  spring  of  1971,    Secretary   of  Agrioulture 
rrord   Hardin   announced    that    certain   dairy   products   v/ould 


a 


aixer  consultation  witn  nis  senior  aavisers,  cne  rreaxutrin, 
reconsidered  and  requested  the  Secretary  to  raise  the  price 
support  level  for  the  coming  year  to  85  percent  of  parity. 

Because  the  President  also  piet  with  dairy  leaders  during' 
this  same  period  and  because  campaign  contributions  v;ere      ^■• 
given  to  his  re-election  effort  during  1971,  there  have  been 
charges  in  the  media  and  elsev;here  that  the  President 's' actions  . 
on  price  supports  viere  the  result  of  promises  from  the  dairy 
industry  to  contribute  to  the  1972  Republican  Presidential 
campaign.   These  allegations  are  unsupported  by  evidence  and 
are  totally  false. 

1.   The  Decisions  of  March.  1971 

The  decision  announced  each  year  by  the  Secretary  of 
Asriculture  of  the  price  at  which  the  Government  v;lll  support 
milk  prices  has  a  significant  Impact  on  the  Nation's  dairy 
farmers.   In  1970,  Secretary  Hardin  had  announced  that  for 
the  marketing  year  running  from  April  1,  1970  through  March  31, 
1971,  the  Government  would  support  manufacturing  milk  at 
$14.66  per  100  pounds,  or  at  85  percent  of  parity.   This 
figure  represented  an  increase  of  38  cents  and  an  increase 
of  2  percent  of  the  parity  rate  over  the  year  before  (1969- 
1970). 

As  the  1971-72  marketing  season  approached,  the  question 
wltiiin  the  Government  was  whether  to  continue  supporting  the 
milk  price  at  $i).66  per  100  pounds  or  to  raise  the  price. 
Because  a  grain  shortage  and  other  factors  had  increased  the 
costs  of  production  for  dairy  farmers,  a  continuation  of  the 
%h.S6   price  meant  that  the  parity  rate  would  actually  fall  to 
approximately  Oo  percent.  To  the  farmers,  a  drop  in  parity 
rate  v;ould  result  in  a  possible  loss  of  income  which  In  turn 
could  deter  production.   The  farmers  therefore  advocated  an 
Increase  in  the  price  support  to  $5.21  per  100  pounds,  or  90 
percent  of  parity;  at  the  very  least,  they  argued,  the 
Government  should  raise  the  price  to  %^ .92   per  100  pounds 
and  thereby  maintain  the  current  parity  rate  of  65  percent. 
At  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  It  was  feared  that  such 
price  increases  might  encourage  excess  production  on  the 
farms,  raise  the  prices  of  dairy  products  for  consuners,  and 
ultimately  force  the  Government  to  purchase  the  surplus 
products . 

The  dairy  industry,  which  had  become  hii;hly  or^-anized  in 
the  19603,  moved  to  exert  maximum,  direct  presoure  on  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  In  early  1971-   In  a  few  weeks,  over 
13,000  letters  from  milk  producers  were  received  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

more 

NOTE:     THE  COMPLETE  TEXT  OF  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  PAPER  ON  MILK  PRICE  SUPPORTS  IS  REPRINTED  AT  7.1. 
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monorandum  that  the  PreslrJent  acknowlL-drje  AMPt':;  cupport . 
No  sugn..'ot  Ion  WriD  inadt;  that  any  commitment  whatco-^ver  be 
Made  to  ilo  any  Gubiitant  Ive  act.   There  waG  alijo  no  mention 
oC   the  ajsertcd  pledge  during  the  meeting. 

Another  reference  to  fundraislng  v/ao  In  a  letter  addressed 
to  the  President  on  December  l6,  1970  from  Patrick  J.  Hillings; 
a  former  Cont;ressman  who  had  succeeded  Mr.  tUxon  in  his 
Con'rressionai  seat  after  the  latter  had  been  elected  to 
the  Senate.   At  that  time,  Mr.  Hillinss  was  a  member  of  a 

I-;, ,  

"  "  ■  for 


^resident  by  the  Tariff  Com.'nission.   President  Mixon  did  not 
see  the'  letter. 

Since  the  President  had  already  been  informed  of  the 
fundralslng  efforts  by  the  dairy  industry,  the- only  possible 
relevance  of. the  Hillings  letter  would  lie  in  what  action  was 
taken  on  the  Tariff  Commission  recommendations  that  Mr_  Hillings 
asked  the  President  to  accept.  '   "    '. 

The  fact  is  that  the  action  taken  bx_  the  President" on. 
Import  quotas  was  less  favorable  to  the  dairy  industry  tnan 
the  steps  recommended  by  the  Tariff  Comjiission.   The 
Cornralssion,  a  body  of- impartial  experts,  had  recommended- 
on  economic  grounds  and  pursuant  to  statutory  requirements 
that  Im.ports  be  closed  off  entirely  for  three  dairy  products 
(ice  cream,  certain  chocolate  products,  and  animal  feeds 
containing  milk  derivatives)  and  that  much  lower  import 
quotas  be  set  for  a  fourth  Item,  low-fat  cheese.   Ratner 
than  closing  off  Imports  —  an  action  that  would  have  been 
nore  favorable  "to  the  dairy  industry  --  the  President  instead 
reduced  the  import  quotas  on  each  item,  permitting  all  four 
goods  to  continue  their  competition  with  American  dairy 
products . 

1971 

The  President  next  met  with  dairy  representatives  at   ^^ 
10:30  a.m.  on  March  23,  1971,  in  the  Cabinet  Room  of  ohe  White 
House.   Included  in  the  meeting  were  a  delegation  from  the 
dairy  cooperatives  as  well  as  several  Administration  officials, 
including  0MB  Director,  George  Shultz;  Assistant  to  the  Pres.aeat 
John  Ehrlichman:  Deputy  Assistants  to  the  President   Henry  Cash_n 
and  John  Whitaker;  and  Donald  Rice,  Associate  Director  of  0.13. 
From  the  Department  of  Agriculture  were  Secretary  Hardin;  Under 
Secretary  Phil  Campbell;  Assistant  Secretaries  Clarence  Palsiby 
and  Richard  Lyng;  and  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  William 
Galbraith. 

Contrary  to  allegations  which  have  since  been  made,  the 
meeting'  had  been  scheduled  more  than  three  weeks  before_  the 
March  12  announcement  on  price  supports  by  Secretary  Hard.n. 
As  noted  above,  the  meeting  stemmed  from  an  invitation  iir^c 
extended  on  September  1,  1970  when  the  President  spo^ce  by 
telephone  to  Harold  Nelson  of  AM?I .   In  January  of  1971, 
Se-retar  ■  Hardin  recorrjnended  to  the  White  House  that  the 
n-eting  be  placed  on  the  President's  r.chedule.   Thereafter, 
in  Fcbruarv,  the  White  House  arransod  the  Harch  meeting. 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Arthur  Moczygen 

JANUARY  5,  1971  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc. 

4th  Floor,  GPM  Life  Building 
San  Antonio,  Texas   78216 
Area  Code:   512  341-8651 

ELKHORN,  WISCONSIN-"The  Nixon  Administration  is  to  be  commended  for  taking  decisive  action  to 

restore  congressional  Intent  and  to  prevent  'over-burdening'  the  domestic  market  for  dairy 

products  through  evasions  of  import  quota  regulations,"  John  Butterbrodt,  Burnett,  Wisconsin, 

said  today. 

"The  President's  December  31  proclamation  establishing  import  quotas  for  four  categories  of 
dairy  products  has  been  the  object  of  a  lot  of  work  by  AMPI  for  many  months,"  he  said. 

Butterbrodt,  President  of  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  speaking  to  a  dairy  farmer  meeting 
at  Elkhom,  Wisconsin,  said  that  dairy  products  designed  to  circumvent  the  Tariff  Commission 
product  definition  and  to  circumvent  congressional  Intent  have  reduced  farm  prices  for  milk  and 
have  increased  Department  of  Agriculture  purchases  of  dairy  products  under  the  price  support 
program.   "USDA  purchases  of  butter,  non-fat  dry  milk  and  cheese  have  been  somewhat  higher  this 
past  year  than  in  1969,  and  much  of  the  increase  has  come  about  because  of  Increased  imports  of 
the  products  that  President  Nixon  specified  in  his  proclamation,"  Butterbrodt  stated.   "Further 
action  Is  needed  to  deal  with  lactose  and  cheese  varieties  priced  higher  than  47^  per  pound," 
he  said,  "and  hopefully,  the  President  will  soon  deal  with  those  products." 

"Without  President  Nixon's  proclamation,  American  dairy  farmers  could  not  have  hoped  for 
market  prices  that  would  reflect  rising  production  costs,  and  the  damage  to  our  domestic  dairy 
industry  would  have  been  costly  to  consumers.   Dairy  Farmer  numbers  have  been  going  down  too 
rapidly,"  Butterbrodt  said,  and  "President  Nixon's  decision  is  a  step  toward  more  stability  in 
our  market  that  will  be  remembered  and  appreciated  by  dairy  farmers." 
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15.     In  January  1971  AMPI  began  making  payments  of  $2,500  per  month 
to  the  Washington,  D.C.  public  relations  firm  of  Wagner  &  Baroody.   The 
January  1971  payments  totaled  $10,000  and  were  in  response  to  statements 
from  Wagner  &  Baroody  dated  December  31,  1970  for  counseling  and  public 
relations  services  in  October,  November  and  December  of  1970  and  January 
1971.   AMPI  General  Manager  Nelson  has  testified  that  Wagner  6e  Baroody 
was  retained  by  AMPI  after  repeated  requested  by  Colson  to  AMPI  lawyer 
Harrison;  that  shortly  prior  to  AMPI's  agreeing  to  retain  Wagner  &  Baroody, 
AMPI  and  Harrison  had  refused  to  retain  the  firm;  that  AMPI  decided  it  had 
better  hire  the  firm  because  Colson  had  requested  it  and  because  AMPI  was 
afraid  that  it  would  lose  favor  or  its  efforts  would  be  impeded  if  it  did 
not;  that  AMPI  considered  the  payments  to  Wagner  &  Baroody  in  the  nature 
of  contributions;  and  that  Nelson  was  unaware  of  any  activities  undertaken 
by  Wagner  &  Baroody  on  behalf  of  AMPI  and  knew  of  no  AMPI  employee  who  had 
ever  met  with  or  talked  to  anybody  from  the  firm.   The  AMPI  monthly  payments 
to  Wagner  &  Saroody  continued  from  January  1971  through  January  1972. 
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IS.l     WAGNER  AND  BABOODY  BILLS,   AND  AMPI  CHECKS  AND 

INVOICES,    DECEMBER  1970-JAHUARY  1972 
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MONTHLY  STATEMENTS  FOR  COUNSELING  AND  PUBLIC  RELATIONS  SERVICES  FROM  WAGNER  &  BAROODY 
TO  AMPI  AND  AMPI  CHECKS  FOR  $2,500.00  TO  WAGNEH  &  BAROODY  FOR  MARCH  1971  THROUGH 
DECEMBER  1971  ARE  ON  FILE  IN  IMPEACHMENT  INQUIRY  LIBRARY. 
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IS. 2     HAROLD  NELSON  TESTIMONY,   DECEMBER  19,    2973,   SSC 
EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    121-30. ^__ 
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Mr.  Nelson.   I  don't  believe  so.   It  could  have  been. 


Mr.  Weitz.   What  does  Wagner  and  Baroody  do? 

What  type  of  firm  is  it? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  think  it  is  --  I  am  under  the  impression 
that  it  is  a  public  relations  firm. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  are  under  the  impression? 

You  do  not  know  yourself? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  have  no  experience  with  them  at  all. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  said  that  it  was  an  employee  of  AMPI,  and 
as  general  manager  you  have  responsibility  for  hiring  and  firing 
employees,  consultants  and  so  forth. 

Did  you  hire  Wagner  and  Baroody? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  talk  with  them? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  recommended  that  you  hire  them? 

Mr.  Nelson.   It  was  recommended  --  I  will  tell  you  frankly 
I  have  no  independent  recollection  of  this,  but  I  talked  to 
Marion  Harrison,  and  he  did  not  have  any  independent  recollec- 
tion of  it  until  he  talked  to  some  attorney,  he  told  ire,  who 
said,  and  refreshed  his  memory  on  it,  and  then  he  talked  to  me 
about  it,  that  it  was  recommended  that  Wagner  and  Baroody  be 
employed  by  AMPI  as  a  public  relations  representative  in  Washing- 
ton because  we  needed  someone,  and  the  recommendation  was  made 
by  Mr.  Co Is on. 
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16.2     HAROLD  NELSOS  TESTIMONY,    DECEMBER  19,    1973,   SSC 
EXECUTIVE  SESSION,    121-30, 
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Mr.  Weitz.   To  Mr.  Harrison? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  Mr.  Harrison  told  you  of  Mr.  Colson's  recom- 
mendation. 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 

And      Mr.  Harrison  and  I  discussed  it  and  said,  well, 
you  know,  what  are  they  going  to  do  for  us,  and  did  not  do  any 
thing  about  it. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  did  not  do  anything  about  it? 

Mr.  Nelson.   That  is  right. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  did  not  hire  them? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Not  then. 

Mr.  Weitz.   When  was  this  recommendation? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  cannot  tell  you.   I  cannot  tell  you  when 
we  had  this. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Let  me  tell  you  this.   If  the  records  of  AMPI 
showing  billings  from  Wagner  and  Baroody  covering  the  period 
beginning  in  October  of  1970,  does  that  refresh  your  recollec- 
tion as  to  when  they  were  first  hired? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  would  say  shortly  before  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Does  that  refresh  your  recollection  as  to  how 
much  before  that  time  you  had  this  discussion  with  Mr, 
Harrison? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Sometime  that  year? 
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Mr.  Nelson.   Oh,  yes.   It  would  have  been  reasonably  close 
to  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Would  it  have  been  in  the  time  in  1970  that  you 
were  also  meeting  with  Mr.  Colson  from  time  to  time? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Sure,  I'm  sure  it  was. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  never  talked  to  him  directly  about  Wagner 
and  Baroody? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  do  not  believe  so. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  talk  to  him  in  general  about  public 
relations  firms  or  the  need  for  public  relations  firms  by 
AMPI? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No,  I  think  all  this  was  handled  by  him  talk- 
ing to  Mr.  Harrison. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Why  didn't  you  follow  his  recommendation  at  the 
outset  when  it  was  first  made  to  you? 

Mr.  Nelson.  We  did  not  see  what  they  were  going  to  do  for 
us. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  Mr.  Colson  or  Mr.  Harrison  indicate  how 
much  they  thought  Wagner  and  Baroody  should  be  paid  or  would 
ask  for  their  services? 

Mr.  Nelson.  As  I  recall,  it  was  $25,000. 

Mr.  Weitz.   $25,000  a  year? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  think  that  is  what  it  was.   I  might  be  wrong, 
but  that  is  the  figure  that  kind  of  sticks  in  my  mind. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Was  it  ever  indicated  to  you  that  Mr.  Colson 
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wancea  you  to  hire  them  because  they  were  friends  of  his  or 
he  had  some  other  projects  for  them? 

Mr.  Nelson.  No  it  was  not.   It  was  just  suggested  that 
we  hire  them. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  they  make  any  other  suggestions  with  re- 
spect to  hiring  firms  or  consulting  firms  or  [sic]  any  sort? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Not  that  I  recall. 

Mr.  Weitz.   This  was  the  only  recommendation  that  Mr.  Col- 
son  ever  made  through  Mr.  Harrison  to  you? 

Mr.  Nelson.   (Nods  in  the  affirmative.) 

Mr.  Weitz.   This  is  the  only  recommendation  that  anyone 
made  to  you  about  hiring  firms? 

Mr.  Nelson.   As  far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  Weitz.   At  a  later  time  did  Mr.  Harrison  ask  you  again 
about  hiring  firms? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  at  a  later  time,  yes,   Mr.  Colson  -- 

Mr.  Weitz.   Insisted? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  let's  say  --  that  might  be  a  strong  way 
to  put  it,  but  urged.   Repeated  the  request  is  a  better  way. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Again  to  Mr.  Harrison? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Mr.  Harrison  again  relayed  that  to  you? 

Mr.  Nelson.   And  we  decided  that  we  had  better  do  it. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Why? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  because  it  had  been  suggested  by  Mr. 
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Colson  was  the  only  reason. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  feel  if  you  did  not  hire  the  firm 
at  Mr.  Colson 's  repeated  request  that  you  somehow  might  lose 
some  favor  or  it  might  impede  your  efforts  with  Mr.  Colson? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Was  there  anything  stronger  to  it  than  that? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  then  contact  the  Wagner  firm? 

Mr.  Nelson.   X  do  not  believe  I  did. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  said  you  never  talked  to  them? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  don't  believe  I've  ever  talked  to  them. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Either  Mr.  Wagner  or  Mr.  Baroody? 

Mr.  Nelson.   If  I  have,  I  draw  a  total  blank  on  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  hired  them? 

Who  talked  to  them? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  assume  Mr.  Harrison  did.   I  have  not  asked 
him  that,  but  I  assume  that's  the  way  it  was  done. 

Mr.  Weitz,   Did  he  indicate  that  he  knew  the  firm  or  any 
of  the  gentlemen  in  the  firm? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  believe  --  I  don't  think  --  Mr.  Harrison? 

Mr.  Weitz.   Yes. 

Mr,  Nelson.   I  believe  Mr.  Harrison  Indicated  that  he  did 
not  know  them.   Mr.  Harrison  was  not  urging  that  this  be  done 
until  the  second  -- 

Mr.  Weitz.   Until  the  second  message? 
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Mr,  Nelson,   Then  after  the  second  time  -- 

Mr.  Weitz.   He  advised  you  to  do  so? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes.   Well,  yes,   that's  right. 

Mr.  Weitz.   At  the  second  conversation,  was  it  explained 
to  you  or  did  you  discuss  what  the  firm  would  do  for  their 
fee? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  to  your  knowledge  they  were  hired  for  AMPI? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes.   We  paid  them.   I  know  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  if  the  billings  for  AMPI  indicate  a  fee 
from  October  '70  through  January  1972  of  $2500  a  month,  is  that 
consistent  with  your  recollection? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Let's  see,  that  would  be  -- 

Mr.  Weitz.   That  would  be  $30,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Nelson.   That's  close  enough. 

Mr.  Weitz.   To  your  knowledge,  did  any  employee  at  AMPI 
ever  meet  with  or  talk  to  anybody  from  the  Wagner  and  Baroody 
firm? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Weitz.  What  cid  they  do  for  their  fee? 

(No  response) 

Mr.  Weitz.   Nothing  to  your  knowledge? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  have  said  that  repeatedly,  nothing  that  I 
know  of. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  know  whether  they  did  anything  for  Mr. 
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ColBon? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  know  whether  they  did  anything  for  Mr. 
Harrison? 

Mr.  Nelson,   I  do  not  know  that  they  did. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Did  you  consider  this  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
tribution or  gift  of  the  firm  to  keep  the  favor  of  Mr.  Colson? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Well,  I  guess  contribution  is  a  better  word, 

Mr.  Weltz.  Did  this  haveanything,  to  your  knowledge,  to 
do  with  the  special  projects  referred  to  in  the  Hillings  let- 
ter? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  don't  think. so  at  all. 

Mr,  Weitz.  Not  to  your  knowledge? 

Mr.  Nelson.  No, 

Mr,  Weitz.  Was  the  firm  of  Wagner  and  Baroody  or  any  of 
their  principals  ever  mentioned  to  you  In  connection  with  the 
contribution?  you  [sic]  have  talked  about  the  $5,000  contribution 
that  was  made  at  Mr.  Harrison's  request, 

Mr.  Nelson.  No, 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  you  know  whether  Mr.  Colson  had  made  that 
request,  by  the  way,  or  was  this  just  another  request  from  Mr. 
Harrison? 

Mr.  Nelson.   It  was  just  another  request.   To  my  recollec- 
tion, it  was  just  another  request.   I  have  no  independent  recol- 
lection of  it. 
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Mr.  Weitz.   Mr.  Colson's  name  was  never  recommended  in 

I  that  connection? 
Mr.  Nelson.   No. 


Mr.  Weitz.   Did  Mr.  Colson  to  your  knowledge  ever  make  any 
recommendation  to  you  or  to  anyone  representing  AMPI  about  poli- 
tical contributions? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  think  he  did.   I  can  not  tell  you  which  ones 
or  what  I  think  he  did  --  maybe  to  Mr.  Harrison,  suggested  some 
committees  or  something. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Committees  or  candidates? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Maybe  candidates. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Was  this  in  connection  with  the  1970  senatorial 
campaign? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  am  not  sure  about  that,  but  I  believe  he 
did. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Were  you  not  present  at  that  meeting  in  his 
office  in  the  White  House? 

Mr.  Nelson.   What  meeting? 

Mr.  Weitz.  Mr.  Colson  and  Mr.  Harrison,  where  Mr.  Colson 
made  particular  suggestions  about  particular  contributions. 

Mr.  Nelson.   That's  what  I'm  saying.   I  think  he  did.   I 
cannot  tell  you  what  candidates  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Weitz.   But  other  than  that,  were  there  any  other  in- 
stances in  which  you  were  aware  that  Mr.  Colson  made  recommenda- 
tions for  political  contributions  to  either  you,  Mr.  Harrison, 
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or  anyone  else  at  AMPI? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  assume  that  he  had  a  lot  to  do  with  the 
getting  of  these  committees. 

Mr.  Weltz.   The  committees  In  1971  for  the  president? 

Mr.  Nelson.   (Nods  in  the  affirmative.) 

Mr.  Weltz.  Has  Mr.  Harrison  ever  told  you  what  was  done 
with  that  $5,000  contribution? 

Mr.  Nelson.   He  has  told  me  what  he  has  been  told  and  what 
he  has  been  asked  about  it,  yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  he  tell  you  what  he  did? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  he  told  me  what  he  had  done. 

Mr.  Weltz.   What  did  he  do  with  the  contribution? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  may  even  remember  what  he  told  me  wrong,  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  he  took  it  to  George  Webster's  office,  or 
whatever  Webster's  first  name  is. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  he  mention  the  relationship  to  Wagner  and 
Baroody  of  that  contribution? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Or  to  Mr.  Colson? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  that  was  in  the  newspapers. 

Mr.  Weltz.   But  other  than  what  you've  read  in  the  newspapers? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No,  he  told  me  how  he  took  the  check  to  George 
Webster. 

Kr.  Weltz.   Off  the  record. 
(Discussion  off  the  record.) 
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Mr.  Weitz.   Let's  recess  for  lunch. 

(Whereupon  at  12:A6  o'clock  p.m.,  the  Committee  recessed, 

to  be  reconvened  at  1:30  o'clock  p.m.  the  same  day.) 
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Mr.   Weitz.      Was  there  any  connection,  to  your  knowledge, 
between  the  contributions   in  September  of  1971,   and  the 
appearance  of  the  President   at  the  annual  convention? 

Mr.   Parr.     Not  that   I  know. 

Mr.   Weitz.      At  the  same  time,   however,   you  really  have  to  — 
you  stated  you  have  no  understanding  or  information  as   to  the 
background  of  that  $62,500  contribution? 

Mr.    Parr.      I  do  not   remember  any  September  contribution. 

Mr.   Weitz.      So  therefore,   the  fact  that  you  knew  of  no 
connection  between  the  two  does  not  surprise  you  if  there  is  any 
connection? 

Mr.   Parr.      I  cannot  imagine  that  there  is  any  connection, 
but  -- 


Mr.   Weitz.      Do  you  know  the   firm  of  Wagner  and  Baroody? 

Mr.   Parr.     No,   sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Were  they  ever  retained  or  employed  by  AMPI? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  know  anything  about  Wagner  and  Baroody. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Were  you  generally  familiar  with  the  public 
relations  firms  in  Washington  that  were  hired  by  AMPI,  at  least 
to  the  extent  that  you  knew  which  public  relations  firms 
they  had  hired? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  know  that  we  had  any. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  did  not  know  of  any  public  relations 
firms  they  had  hired? 

Mr.  Parr.  Well,  Mr.  Van  Dyk  --  they  were  not  public 
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relations. 

Mr.  Weitz.     Consultants  of  sorts? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes,  sir.  I  do  not  know  of  any;  maybe  there 
were  some,  but  I  do  not  know  of  them.  I  have  never  heard  of 
Wagner  and  Baroody. 

Mr.   Weitz.     Do  you  recall  any  instance  in  which  Mr.  Harri- 
son or  Mr.   Colson  mentioned  either  a  Mr.   Baroody,   or  the  firm 
I     of  Wagner  and  Baroody? 
I  Mr.   Parr.     No,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.     Are  you  familiar  with  a  $5,000  contribution, 
or  a  request  for  some  additional   contribution  in  late  August, 
1971  or  early  September,   1971  by  Mr.  Harrison  from  TAPE? 
Mr.   Parr.     No,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.     Were  you  aware  whether  at  the  annual  conven- 
tion in   1971  anyone  delivered  a  check  to  Mr.   Harrison  for  a 
political  contribution? 

Mr.  Parr.     The  first  time  I  ever  heard  about  that,  Mr. 
Wetiz,  was  in  the  newspaper. 

Mr.  Weitz.     Did  most  of  Mr.   Harrison's  requests  go  through 
someone  other  than  yourself? 

Mr.   Parr.     He  had  access  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  Weitz.     Were  you  aware  at  all  of  any  discussions  after 
the  September  contribution,  that   I  have  asked  you  about  in 
1971.   concerning  the  adverse  publicity  relating  to  those  contri- 
butions,  those  and  earlier  contributions? 
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AFFIDAVIT  OF  JOSEPH  BAROODY 

I,  JOSEPH  BAROODY,  being  duly  sworn,  hereby  depose 
and  say: 

Since  1970  I  have  been  employed  in  the  public  affairs 
consulting  firm  of  Wagner  and  Baroody,  1100  Seventeenth  Street, 
N.W. ,  Suite  712,  Washington,  D.C.   The  consulting  services  which 
my  firm  renders,  consist  of  representing  clients  affected  by 
Federal  Government  actions. 


From  October,  1970,  to  January  1972,  my  firm  was  retained 
for  consulting  services  by  the  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Incorpo- 
rated for  a  fee  of  $2,500  per  month.   This  consulting  relationship 
was  initiated  with  the  assistance  of  the  law  firm  of  Reeves  and 
Harrison  of  Washington,  D.C,  of  which  Marion  Harrison,  Esq.  is 
a  partner.   I  have  met  Mr.  Marion  Harrison  on  two  or  three  occa- 
sions.  Mr.  Charles  Colson,  former  special  assistant  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  v;as  aware  that  my  firm  represented 
AI-IPI.   It  was  my  understanding  that  my  firm  was  expected  to  look 
for  ways  in  which  we  could  advance  the  interests  of  AMPI.   At  no 
time,  however,  v/as  I  -  or  was  any  other  person  in  my  firm  -  con- 
nected in  any  way  with,  or  aware  of,  any  discussions  between 
representatives  of  AMPI  and  the  Administration  concerning  either 
milk  price  supports  or  possible  contributions  to  the  1972  Presi- 
dential Cam.paign  Fund. 
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I  have  been  personally  acquainted  with  Mr.  Charles 
Colson  for  several  years.   In  the  latter  part  of  August  or  the 
first  part  of  September,  1971,  Mr.  Colson  telephoned  me  and 
told  me  that  the  White  House  had  an  urgent  need  for  $5,000  and 
he  asked  me  to  lend  him  this  amount  for  a  short  period  of  time. 
He  did  not  tell  me  why  the  money  was  needed.   I  gathered  this 
sum  together  from  my  personal  funds  ($1,500  to  $2,000)  and  from 
funds  ($3,000  to  $3,500)  which  had  previously  been  given  to  me 
by  Mr.  Colson* s  office  to  use  in  preparing  television  responses 
to  a  Common  Cause  statement  on  ending  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia. 
The  next  day  I  put  $5,000  in  an  unmarked  envelope  and  took  it  to 
Mr.  Colson' s  office  in  the  Executive  Office  Building.   Mr.  Colson 
told  me  to  take  the  money  to  an  office  and  give  it  to  a  person 
whom  I  would  find  there.   I  went  to  the  office  I  had  been  told  to 
go  to  and  gave  the  money  to  a  man  whom  I  did  not  know  but  whom 
I  now  believe  to  have  been  Egil  Krogh,  Jr. 

Two  or  three  weeks  afterwards,  I  received  another  tele- 
phone call  from  Mr.  Colson' s  office.   I  was  told  that  I  could  be 
repaid  by  going  to  Mr.  George  Webster,  Esq. ,  an  attorney  whose 
office  was  on  Jefferson  Place,  N.W. ,  in  Washington,  D.C.   At  the 
time  I  was  wholly  unaware  that  Mr.  Webster  was  engaged  in  fund 
raising  activities  in  connection  with  the  President's  re-election 
effort.   Soon  after  receiving  the  call,  I  went  to  Mr.  Webster's 
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office.   He  was  not  in.   I  identified  myself  to  a  receptionist 
who  went  to  a  nearby  desk,  opened  a  drawer  and  pulled  out  an 
unmarked  envelope  which  she  handed  to  me.   The  envelope  con- 
tained $5,000  in  cash. 

In  June  of  1972,  Mr.  Colson  called  me  on  the  telephone 
and  told  me  that  it  appeared  that  the  $5,000  might  have  been  used 
to  finance  the  September  1971  break-in  of  the  offices  of  Dr.  Lewis 
Fielding,  the  psychiatrist  of  Dr.  Daniel  Ellsberg.   The  purpose 
of  Mr.  Colson' s  call  was  to  establish  the  date  of  the  loan  so  as 
to  determine  whether,  in  fact,  the  funds  could  have  been  used  for 
that  purpose. 

In  the  Spring  of  1972  I  received  $22,000  from  Mr.  Colson' s 
office  to  place  advertisements  in  several  major  newspapers  through- 
out the  United  States  supporting  President  Nixon's  military 
directives  in  entering  the  country  of  Cambodia.   Siibsequently , 
the  advertising  project  was  suspended  and  this  money  was  returned 
by  me  to  Mr.  Colson 's  office.   Thereafter,  it  was  decided  that  the 
advertisements  would  be  placed  on  a  smaller  scale  and  I  was  given 
approximately  $6,800  with  which  to  defray  the  costs  of  the  reduced 
program. 

The  instances  referred  to  previously  herein  are  the  only 
ones  in  v/hich  I  have  received  White  House  funds. 

From  August  of  1971  to  the  Spring  of  1972,  I  worked  with 
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a  committee  called  "Citizens  for  a  New  Prosperity".   Its  function 
was  to  place  advertisements  and  hold  press  conferences  to  build 
support  for  the  economic  policies  embodied  in  the  Economic  Stabi- 
lization Act  and  Phases  I  and  II.   The  Committee  was  bipartisan; 
its  two  principal  officers  were  Hobart  Lewis  and  former  Treasury- 
Secretary  Fowler. 


DATE;  iA>^       y^'    /  yyy  SIGNATURE     {  l-^ytf'?.J^^.,-^ 

^  "^  ^^  Joseph  Baroody--^ 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  ^p  ^U- day  of  vv-l-t^.._._^.v/ ^  ,1974. 


^■'  V 


>/;  .,  t^- 
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Mr.  Harrison.    There  was  not  any  deadline. 

Yes,  that  statement  is  inaccurate.  I  was  not  concerned 
about  any  deadline.  There  wasn't  any  deadline  we  were  talking 
about  back  in  1971,  not  in  1972. 

Mr.  Weltz.       I  just  have  a  few  more  questions. 

Do  you  know  who  else  in  the  White  House  was  aware  in  1971 
besides  perhaps  Mr.  Colson  of  contributions  that  were  contem- 
plated or  were  in  fact  made  by  the  dairy  trusts  to  the  President's 
re-election? 


Mr.  Harrison.    No,  nor  do  I  know  as  a  fact  that  Mr.  Colson 
was  aware.  I  was  rather  surmising  that  he  was.  I  do  not 
know  it  as  a  fact. 

Mr.  Weitz.       Do  you  know  a  Mr.  Berutti,  Isle],  Joe  Beruttl?  [sic] 

Mr.  Harrison.  There  are  several  Berutti  [sic]  brothers.  There 
is  one  of  them  that  used  to  be  some  kind  of  an  assistant  to 
Melvin  Laird  when  Melvln  Laird  was  at  the  Pentagon,  and  now  is 
assistant  to  him  at  the  White  House.  I  met  him  one  day  at  the 
White  House  three  or  four  or  five  months  ago. 

Mr.  Weitz.       Do  you  know  a  Berutti  [sic]  who  I  believe  is  in  pri- 
vate business  in  Washington,  the  consulting  business  in  the  name 
of  the  firm  of  Wagner  and  Berutti?  [sic] 

Mr.  Harrison.    I  do  not  think  I  know  that  one.  Conceivably, 
I  could  have  met  him  at  a  cocktail  party.  I  do  not  even  think 
I  have  done  that. 


Mr,  Weitz,       Do  you  have  any  questions? 
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16.     Prior  to  February  1971  Haldeman  directed  Kalmbach  to  begin 
raising  early  money  for  the  1972  Presidential  campaign.   In  early 
February  1971  Haldeman  gave  Colson  permission  to  proceed  with  finding 
an  outside  man  for  handling  funds  from  certain  groups  that  Kalmbach  did 
not  want  to  be  involved  with.   In  a  February  2,  1971  memorandum  Haldeman 
told  Colson  to  contact  Republic  National  Committee  Chairman  Bob  Dole  re- 
garding complaints  that  the  milk  producers  were  unable  to  work  out  a  means 
of  getting  their  activity  going  regarding  their  support.   On  February  8, 
1971  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman  saying  that  the  problem  involved 
a  person  who  could  handle  outside  support,  that  Haldeman  and  Kalmbach  had 
been  working  on  the  problem,  and  that  it  was  terribly  important  that  Colson 
and  people  at  the  White  House  not  be  personally  involved.   In  or  before 
March  1971  Kalmbach,  with  Haldeman' s  approval,  began  to  assist  in  the 
establishment  of  the  Finance  Committee  to  Re-Elect  the  President. 


16.1   Herbert  Kalmbach  deposition,  Nader  v.  Butz, 
December  13,  1973,  4 
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16.2   Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  H.  R.  Haldeman, 

February  1,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 301 


16.3  Memorandum  from  H.  R.  Haldeman  to  Charles  Colson, 
February  2,  1971  (received  from  White  House).  
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16.5  Letter  from  Herbert  Kalmbach  to  Earl  Silbert, 
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A    None  whatsoever. 

Q    Okay.  Mr.  Kalmbach,  when  did  you  first  have  any 
activities  in  connection  with  the  1972  Presidential  campaign? 
(Discussion  off  the  record.). 
BY  MR.  DOBROVIR: 

Q    Did  you  have  any  responsibility  for  fund  raising  for 
the  1972  Presidential  campaign  of  Richard  Nixon? 

A    I  did. 

Q  .   And  could  you  tell  us  how  you  came  to  have  that 
respgnsibility— who  conferred  that  responsibility  on  you,  if 
that  is  the  way  it  happened. 

A    That  responsibility  was  conferred  on  me,  Mr.  Dobroviir, 
on  or  about  the  first  of  January  of  1971  by  Mr.  Haldeman. 

Q    What  was  Mr.  Haldeman* s  role  in  this  matter? 

A    He  had  no  role  as  such.   He  asked  me  to  undertake 
the  assignment  of  obtaining  pledges  for  financial  support  to 
the  forthcoming  1972  campaign. 

Q    And  in  making  that  request  of  you,  was  he  speaking 
for  the  President? 

.A    He  did  not  so  state. 

Q    Did  you  assume  that  he  was  speaking  for  the 
President? 

A    I  made  no  assumptions. 
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THE   WHiTE    HOUSE 


WA  S  H  I  N  G  T  O  N  a  ii^  -7 

KYF^  OMIVT  February  1,    1971 

MEMOi^'\NDL)Al  FOR:  U.K.    HALDEMAN 

FROM:  CHARLES  COLSON  \r--^^7_^^ 

SUBJECT:  ^  Outside  fund  handling 

00i7Bo 

Herb  Kalmbach  tells  me  that  he  and  you  did  not  resolve  the  question  of 
who  should  be  the  outside  man  handling  funds  from  certain  s^oups  -- 
the  area  that  Kalmbach  does  not  want  to  be  involved  in. 

I  have  some  ideas  of  people  that  m.ight  do  this  for  us;  in  fact,    I  have 
a  very  good  man  v:ho  v/ould  fill  the  bill  provided  a  lav/yer  like  Tom 
Evans  could  work  with  him  on  setting  up  the  mccha.nics. 

Please  advise  if  you  would  J^ike  me  to  proceed  with  this  or  if  you  have 
other  thoughts. 


'o* 


yiyd 


Ta^ 


U^S^^^^^^ 


fe-AQ 
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MEMORAK'^UM 


THE    WHITE   HOUSE 

WAS  II  I  NO  TO  11 


WM    '  CONFIDENTIAL 

Febrxiary  Z,  1971 


MEMORANDUM  FOR: 
FROM: 


CHUCK  COLSON 
H.  R.  HALDEMAN 


Mr 


Bob  Dole  sent  me  a  note  at  the  Cabinet  meeting  regarding 
the  milk  producers  and  apparently  he  is  being  pressured 
by  them.     They  have  told  him  that  they  are  unable  to  work 
out  a  mC'ins  of  getting  their  activity  going  regarding  their 
support  for  us.     "Would  you  please  get  in  touch  with  Dole 
and  follow  up  on  this? 


00i?8V 
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February    8.    1971 


MEJv:or..\NDUM  FOR:  K.  R.  K/.LD-IZ-A.N 

FROM:  CK/.RLES  Vr.   COLSON 

EUDJECTi  Your  K.emc  of  Febrtiar-/  2 

The  note  v/hich  Bob  Dole  gave  ycu  at  the  Cabinet  ix^eetin-  is^tho 
same  problcin  I  discuceed  ^vith  you  in  your  office  a  .ew  v^-eeKS 
?.go. 

^Ve  don't  hc:vo  anyone  who  can  handle  eupport  for  us  frora  outside 
interest  rroups  like  the  Miik  Producers.      Kabr/Dach  teils  ma 
that  ycu  and  he  did  not  reach    an  agreement  on  this.  ^  I  fesl 
that  i<  is  terribly  important  that  I  not  be  parsonaUy  involved 
(no  ore  here  should  be).  00  JL-''^^ 

I  do  have  a  man  locally  who  might  take  thio  aecignmcnt^on  witH^ 
help  from  Tom  Evens  in  New  York.     I  am  exploring  '.t  .nis  vc.^ 
and   if  it  vrorks  I  v^-ill  advise  you;  otherv-dse  we  perhaps  enouia 
rethini'.  the  question  of  using  Kalmbach  in  this  area. 
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Constitution  Avenue 

Between  9th  and  10th  Streets,  N.W, 
Washington,  D.  C. 


tOS  ANGCLiS  Or^fCE 

sia  »ouTM  rxo^za  Sr<»»cT 

LOS  A»»G=i.E3.c*i.troQ-.i*  «oon 

TSt.£OH0NXUl3tft»0-XBIt 

O'  COUMSCl. 

JAMCS  R    KNAIH» 

WILUAM  B    MIU.£R 


Dear  Mr.    Silbert: 


For 


your  information  and  for  the  file,  I  thought 
it  might  be  helpful  to  your  office  in  its  investigation  if 
I  were  to  set  out  in  writing  a  chronological  narrative  of 
whax:  j.   nave  oeen  involved  in  over  che  past  few  years  (dac- 
ing  from  December  of  1968).   I'll  attempt  to  do  that  in 
this  letter. 


First, 

February  of" 1969 
down  on  an  offer 
ton  as  Undersecre 
his  office  at  the 
at  400  Park  Avenu 
if  I  would  agree 
that  he  said  were 


in  either  December  of  1968  or  in  January  or 
(after  I  had  given  Maury  Stans  a  final  turn- 
that  had  been  made  to  me  to  come  to  Washing- 
tary  of  Commerce) ,  I  met  with  Maury  alone  in 

1968  Campaign  Finance  Committee  Headquarters 
e  in  New  York,  and  at  that  time  he  asked  me 
to  act  as  trustee  for  certain  surplus  funds 

left  over  from  the  1968  campaign". 


Maury  told  me  that  such  sur 
approximately  $1,098,000  in  cash  (whi 
left  over  from  the  Primary  period  of 
did  not  elaborate  beyond  that  staterae 
the  funds,  nor,  indeed  have  I  ever  le 
.source  of  such  funds)  .   He  said  that 
Patrick  Dugan,  both  of  whorr,  had  been 
r.nnce  effort,  either  had  taken  or  v.'er 
H'-TtGly  $733,000  of  such  funds  to  17ash 
s.ife  depo.^it  box  in  the  Main  Office  o 
$365,000  \;culd  b'2   deposited  in  the  -11 
!-h3  Ch3Gc  Bank  in  ;-;c;v/  York  Citv. 


plus  amount  consisted  of 
ch  he  said  was  surplus 
the  1968  campaign  —  he 
nt  as  to  the  source  of 
arned  of  the  original 
W.  Donald  Brewer  and  J. 
involved  in  the  1963  fi- 
c  about  to  take  approxi- 
ington  for  deposit  in  a 
f  the  Riggs  Bank.   Another 
C  Park  Avenue  branch  of 
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I  told  Maury  that  I  v;ould  agree  to  act  at  trustee 
for  these  funds  and  that  v/hen  I  v;as  next  in  VTashington 
I  V70uld  sign  onto  the  bo>c  with  Brewer  and  Duga.t.   I  did 
so.   ''y  recollection  as  of  this  niotTient  is  not  sracise  as 
to  v/hether  I  was  present  v/hen  the  box  was  opened  or  signed 
on  a  fcv7  days  or  about  a  v/aek  later  —  aiy  best  menory  is 
that  I  signed  on  after  the  box  had  been  formally  opened. 
Later,  when  both  Brewer  and  Dugan  went  into  the  Govern.?. ant:  ""  ■ 
{Brewer  as  s-   ir.errjer  of  the  ICC  and  Dugan  as  Treasurer  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank)  —  Thomas  W..  Svans  (nanaging  part- 
ner of  the  Mudge,  Rose  fim  in  New  York)  and  Franca  M. 
Raine,  Jr.  (a  real  estate  broker  in  Southern  California) 
were  substituted  onto  the  box  in  the  stead  of  Brewer  and  4^ 
Dugan . 

My  records  indicate  that  dh'Xpril~Tr~1969,  Tom 
Evans  and  1  opened  the  Chase  box;  and  my  recollection  is 
that  France  was  added  as  an  additional  signatory  at  a  later 
date.  We  put  ?365,000  into  the  box  v/hen  it  was  opened. 

In  audition  to  the  $733,000  at  the  Riggs  and  the 
$365,000  at  the  Chase  ($1,098,000  total  cash),  an  additional 
$570,000  ($570,780.25  to  be  precise)  was  obtained  ($500,000 
from  surplus  funds  received  from  other  states,  $50,000  from 
a  contributor,  and  $20,000  representing  the  surplus  left 
over  ffbim  the  transition  budget) .   The  total  amount  was 
placed  in  a  checking  account  under  the  nane  of  The  Public 
Institute,  a  voluntary  association  created  under  the  laws 
of  New  York,  at  the  National  Ban.k  of  "orth  Anerica  in  Kew 

York  City.   Signatories  on  this  checJcing  account  included 

Evans,  Raine,  and  myself.   This  $570,000  amount  stayed  in 
the 
at 
ent 
1701 

ten  on-  the  account  and  were  directed  to  conir'.ittees  in 
VJashington  — ^^  sxich  checks  being  in  multiples  of  $30,000 
per  check  for  the  re?.son  that  that  v;as_all  of  the  connit- 
tees  t'r.^t   v/ere  in  e::istencc  at  the  tir.e)!'  Thus,  to  sun 
■\zp   as  to  the  5570,000,  a  c;::!c::ing  account  was  cpanad  early 
i.n  19t3-.'  nni  there  •./.■'.3  r^o  aciion  in  the  accoun',  '..-hatsocver 
until  rcliruary  of  1572  -..■hon  tho  entire  balci.-.ce  v.-as  dis- 
bursed to  ^vi.'-ro.-;  cr.r.pai'^T.  fi.-iance  cc-nittees  in.  V.'ashington. 
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As  for  t±ie  cash  ir.  the  Riggs  and  in  the  Chase ,  I 
began  making  disbursanents  alr.Cst.  irraediately.   It  was  made 
clear  to  rr.e  at  the  oatsct  by  Maury  that  I  was  not  to  disburse 
any  of  the  funds  under  my  control  v/ithout  the  express  direc-  , 
lotion  of  Bo'9  HaldeF.an.   Later,  './hen  I  met  v/ith  Bob  in  his 
■"^office  at  the  vrnite  Houae  ,or  talked  vrith  hiin_on  the  telephone, 
it  was  ff^nr  ■; T-mg.r'  ■t-^-p'-  t  y^ag  pr.lv  to.  disbuTse  £Fon  suah~t-^'t^t 
on  his  direction  or  on  the  direction  of  someone  v.'no  v;a"s 
clearly  standing  in  his  shoes  (Higby,  Strachan,  Cnapin,  e"tc.). 

On  June  10,  1969,  I  began  paying  polling  bills 
(which  polls  had  been  ordered  by  the  VJhite  House  —  out  of 
Bob  Haldenian's  office).   As  I  recall  it,  Larry  Kigby  was  the 
person  v/ith  whom  I  usually  dealt  in  polling  matcers  —  most   : 
of  the  polls  being  ordered  through  David  R.  Derga,  who  had  a 
firm  naned  Behavioral  Research  Associates  in  Bloonington , 
Indiana.   Later,  as  I  recall  it,  Derge  moved  to  New  Jersey 
and  I  recall  the  name  "Chilton"  in  his  statements  (which 
name  could  have  bten  present  in  the  bills  that  he  rendnred 

probably  paid  out  from  trustee  fur.ds  under  ny  control  between. 
$300,OCK)-and  $400,000  for  polling  batv/een  June  of  1969  and 
January  of  1972. 

Sometime  around  the  middle  of  1969,  I. began  making 
disbursements  to  an  Antho.-.y  T.  Ulasewicz.   As  I  recall  it, 

,^'Bob  Ka-^cTel^n  .  o?  !or.a  of  his  deputies' had  directed  me  to 
see  J^j'  caul  fie  Id  ('.-/ho  was  in  the  White  House  and  v/hom  I 

:  had  Jcncv/n  ctisually  theretofore)  and  v/as  told  that  Caulfield 
would  arrange  for  ma  to  meet  Ulasewicz  and  that  X  was  to 
ma)<e  arrangements  v/hereby  I  v;ould  begin  paying  him  compan- 
saticn  at  the  rate  of  $22,000  per  year  plus  all  of  his  ex- 
penses out  of  funds  under  my  control.   When  I  got  back  to 
California  I  aslced  my  then  secretary,  (Mrs.)  Marilyn  Parent,  '^ 
to  order  printed  checks  from  the  Security-Pacific  Bank 
branch  in  our  ::ev.port  Beach  office  building  and  to  open  an 
"account  for  the  purpose  of  disbursing  cor.pansation  and  e:c- 
ijenses  to  'Jlasc:;ic:; .   I  bcicn;-.  T5r."'ir.~  v"Lase".ric~  c'.round  Joly 
ist  of  l!:>o9  and  h-.-  v^.s  torr-.i.-.-'.Vji  on  or  c-.bo;-^=__Octobor  1st:   \ 
of  1371  at  the  d  •.•._::  tio;!  of  V. :.'-'.  z~.:^7. ,   "I"-.  -  lie  i/j^i^r:- or  cnp  of  ^ 

from  Jui3^"195?,  to  October,  IT'Tl,  was  I  .r.-:>r  iiv;:;ro  or  v;as 
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Early  in  1970,  I  was  asked  by  Haldeman  (perhaps 
Ehrlichman  as  v/ell)  to  undertake  a  program  to  raise  funds 
for  certain  senatorial  races.   I  recall  having  a  goal  figure 
of  $2,000,000,  and  that  appro>;imately  $2,800,000  was  actu- 
ally raised  in  that  program  which  was  under  the  over-all 
direction  of  Haldeman.   Jack  A.  Gleason  handled  the  admin- 
istrative side  of  this  effort  in  constant  liaison  with 
Harry  Dent  in  the  V/hite  House. 


In  about  November  of  1970  (immediately  after  the 
off-year  elections),  I  was  asked  to  begin  an  intensive 
program  to  raise  early  money  for  the  forthcoming  19-72 
presidential  campaign.   In  that  connection,  I  agreed  to 
talk  to  several  hundred  top  prospects  on  a  person-to-person 
basis  and  I  was  well  into  the  program  before  the  end  of 
1970. 

Also,  I  agreed  to  lend  a  hand  in  setting  up  the 
initial  staff  for  "-iie  finance  office  that  was  to  be  housed  _ 
in  Suite  272  of  the  1701  Pennsylvania  building  in  Washington. 
I  recruited  Hugh  Sloan  out  of  the  '-rhite  House  (v/ith  Bob  Hal- 
deman's  approval)  and  my  recollection  is  that  he  started 
work  as  the  finance  chief  of  staff  around  the  middle  of 
March,  1971.   Also,  as  I  remember  it,  I  advanced  $25,000 
to  Sloan  and  Harry  Flemming  as  "seed  money"  for  the  Coramit- 
tee's  operations  in  March  of  1971.   Later,  this  was  returned 
to  me  together  with  other  advances  that  I  had  made  during 
this  period.   This  total  advance  of  approximately  $38,000 
and  the  later  reimbursal  of  the  same  amount  (which  I  deposited 
in  my  accounts)  occurred  in  early  and  in  mid-1971,  as  I  re- 
call it. 

Either  in  late  August  or  early  September  of  1971 
Dwight  Chapin  called  me  at  my  office  in  Newport  Beach  and 
told  me  that  he  had  something  to  talk  to  me  about  and 
asked  that  I  make  it  a  point  to  see  him  the  next  time  I 
was  in  the  White  House.   I  agreed  and  did  in  fact  see  him 
in  his  office  in  the  West  Wing  of  the  White  House  about  a 
v-eek  later.   At  that  rr.ceting  Dv;ight  told  me  that  when  he  was 
at  use  iv    f'-.e  early  GO's  he  had  knov/n  a  Donald  H.  Segretti 
and  that  Segrotti  had  gone  on  to  lav/  school,  had  become  a 
nembor  of  the  California  Bsr ,  and  had  then  gone  into  the  Army. 
Ai-  th"  ti-;-=  '  met  Dv.-ight,  Scgrstci  was  a  Captain  and,  as  I 
rcu-.c-inber  it,  was  stationed  at  Fort  Ord  in  Northern  Calirornia 
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and  assigned  to  the  Judge  Advocate  General's  Office.   Dwight: 
told  me  that  "they"  wanted  Segsetti  to  do  some  political  uoric 
for  an  undisclosed  period  and  asked  that ■ I  disburse  funds  to 
Segrecti  as  compensation  for  such  work  and,  also,  to  disburse 
v/hatGver  other  monies  that  he  rsq-^ested  to  cover  his  e:<pensas. 
I  said  that-,1  would  meet  Segretti  in  Ca.lifornia  and  agreed, 
v/hen  Dwight  asked  ne,  to  work  out  a  mutually  satisfactory 
compensation  arrangement  v/ith  hir:.  A  compensation  rate  of 
$16,000  per  annum  was  agreed  upon  with  Segretti  and  it  was 
settled  that  I  would  begin  making  disbursements  to  hizi  on  or 
about  October  1st.   It  was  at  ail  tLias  clearly  understood 
that  Segretti  was  not  to  report  to  ne  about  his  activities 
nor  was  he  to  account  to  me  for  his  expenses.   I,  of  course, 
reported  this  understanding  to  Chapin. 

I  thereafter  asked  my  secretary  to  open  a  special 
checking  account  at  the  Security-Pacific  Bank  branch  in  New- 
port Beach.   As  I  remember  it,  the  first  two  checks  that 
ware  given  to  Segretti  were  js3  i  i  p"  to  hini  in  late  Septeai- 
ber  (one  for  two  weeks'  compensation  at  -cria  Si6.6o0  per  annu:n 
rate  and  the  other  for  $5,CC0  representing  an  advance  for 
expenses)  i   We  disbursed  checks  ir.  this  fashion  over  the 
next  few  months  {with  one  additional  §3,000  expense  check 
being  written  and  the  rest  being  compensation  checks)  un- 
til January  v;hen  I  was  directed  to  terminate  Segretti  — 
by  Dwigift"6hapin  or  another  one  of  Ealdeman's  deputies. 
At  about  that' time  I  disbursed  either  $20,000  or  $25,000 
in  casi:. -*»  him  (as  he  had  recuestad)  representing  paiTnent 
in  full  for  v/hat  I  understood  to  be  his  expenses  to  date. 
At  no  time  did  I  understand  v.'hat  Segretti 's  responsibili- 
ties were  in  the  campaign.   Ke  did  not  report  to  me  —  nor 
did  he  account  to  me  for  his  expenses  in  any  v/ay. 

A  meeting  took  place  in  early  jianua-y  of  1972  at-^ 
which  Haldeman,  Ehriichrr.an,  Stans  and  I  were  present,   scans 
v;as  persuaded  to  resign  from  'ais  post  as  Secretari/  of  Com- 
nerce  and  to  assume  the  responsibilities  of  Finance:  Chaiman 
for  the  forthccning  Presidential  campaign.   Thereafter,  I 
disbursed  to  the  cnr?.-j?.ign  finance  cor..T.ittc;2  all  of  the  re- 
maining funds.   To  recap,  in  e;sriy  Fcbrunr:/  I  cauaad  a  total 

of    $233,£:2.3G    i.n._c.\u:^-Jind  jj^ll  ii:>>  .  3  2_  in^chcc^;3  _ta_i;::L_dar : 

livcrcd    uo   Hugh   Sloan   as   Tron3ur;-r  of    cho__Can2nign   Finance 
Corrimittco    in   V.*?. ?^*  1  nc^cnT     .■^.•'^—    ^  — ^    -,-»-^.-    u'-».»x.    .^-....i_    ■»-    «^ 
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Follov/ing  the  turning  over  of  all  of  my  balances 
to  Hugh  Sloan  in  early  February,  I  personally  prepared  an 
eight  or  nine  page  accounting  covering  in  precise  detail  tha 
manner  in  v/hich  I  had  received  and  disbursed  funds  through- 
out the  period  of  ny  trusteeship.   I  rendered  that  account- 
ing to  Maury  some  time  in  February  or  Maxch,  and  asked  that 
I  ba  forc.ally  discharged  froai  it\y  trusteeship.   I  was  so  dis- 
charged. 

At  about  the  sa:ne  tirr.e  that  I  rendered  my  account—  . 
ing  I  submitted  detailed  lists  of  the  people  I  had  seen  over 
the  past  year  or  more  and  the  precise  figures  as  to  ainounts 
contributed  and  the  current  status  of  the  outstanding  and  un- 
paid Dledges  (the  report  was  broken  dov/n  to  shov;^  those  people 
who  had  paid  their  pledges  in  full,  a  sheet  showing  those  who 
had  partially  met  their  pledges,  and  another  sheet  that  shovred 
a  number  of  people  v/ho  had  made  pledges  on  v;hich  nothing  had 
been  received)  .   These  records  were  given  to  Jlaury  Stans  as 
ths  Finance  Chairman.   After  all  of  these  "base  records"  had 
hsen  submitted  and  accepted  by  the  finance  office  —  I  directed 
my  secretary  to  destroy  all  of  my  personal  supporting  records. 
This  v;as  done  out  of  an  abundance  of  caution  to  protect  the 
.dono?5.   As  I  understood  it  at  that  time  there  v;as  no  law  re— 
^quiTllig  me  to  maintain  such  personal  and  supporting  records. 

During  the  period  from  Febraa£3£_of  1972  to  April 
7;  1972,  I  was  directed  from  time  to  tim.a  by  haice.T.an  aZ~ 

..Mi^^^^Tl^or  one  of  their  deputies  to  ODcrtirfTHVas  rrom.  .-:ugh 
Sloan  •.■;hich  X  would  pass  on  to  designated  individuals  for 
v/hac  I  aiv/ays  understood  was  for  campaign  activities-   For   f*>\\\ 
e.xample,  I  recall,  disbursing  $50,000  to  an  unnamed  indivi^»>'  L-^/^ 
dual' at  the  riavf  lever  r'.otel  (Francs  Rama  mace__the  oavmsnt)"", 
disbursing  $50  ,000  to  Maurv  as  an  advancsTbn  ey.psr.sas,  ■   ^ — ^ 

;^-^5'cr7CKJTr'^Eo"~Jchn  Caul: iei57",ralat,ively  sm.all  amounts__to_3art.-_  >v 


■"  ■'       Several  dsvs  before  Acril  7th~ either  Larry  Higbi'- 
or  Gorcicn  5t:;ncha-  call-d  -nd  inquired  of  ma  as  totho 
r.mo'.jnt  or.    ~:.z\\   then  avaii?.blo  for  disbur.-emo.-.-:!  --  from  cash 

bacli  u'"  — -  J'_c.-:i  hi—  i35C  .ICC  .'.."•-  i^j-ii  .-"r.ic  --'.  '.wz   oi;-.iC3.   X 
V.T.S  no-.t  aivij-a-.i  thac  Suric:-.--  •.: -Id  acma  c.  or  to  tho  of- 
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had  it  in  a  briefcase  and  had  put  it  in  my  office  v;here 
Strachan  picked  it  up.   He  onlv  spent  a  fev/  minutes  in 
iny  office  and  then  left  v;ith  th2  case.   It  v/as  nvy  assump- 
tion that  such  was  to  be  used  fcr  polling  —  I  did  not 
know  for  certain  the  exact  purpose  in  mind-   I  do  recai.1 
that  during  the  si;:ty-day  period  irrriiediately  prior  to 
April  7/  1972,  Hicby  called  and  asked  that  I  arrange  for 
a  polling  bill  of  some  $150,000  be  paid  by  Sloan  and,  in 
that  connection,  Sloan  v/as  to  r'.ake  certain  that  the  Cctmpaign 
organization  itself  not  be  advised  ^hat  such  a  polling  bilL 
had  been  paid  by  the  Finance  Office.   Such  payinent,  as  I 
remember  it,  was  made  by  check  and  not  in  cash.   This 
$150,000  polling  payment  during  that  period  was  one  of  the 
reasons  v/hy  I  assumed  at  the  tize  that  the  $350,000  that 
Strachan  had  picked  up  from  my  office  onor  about  April 
5th  would  be  used  for  polling  charges T       " 

Before  I  left  the  Fina.nce  Committee  on  April  7th» 
I  had  spoken  to  both  Haldeman  and  Ehrlichntan  and  they  both 
concurred  in  my  decision  to  rosicn  as  of  the  7th  —  that  I 
had  done  my  parr  over  tne  previous  fifteen  months  and  that 
1  should  not  continue  on  as  -Associate  Chairman  for  the 
balance  of  the  campaign.   In  suri,  they  indicated  that  X 
had  done  enough. 

The  V^atergate: 

On  Saturday,  June  17th,  I  first  became  aware  of 
the  break-in  at  the  Watergate  Haadquarters  of  the  Demo- 
cratic national  Com-nittee  when  I  read  the  morning's  Los 
Angeles  Times  over  breakfast  coffee  at  home.  .    ' 

A  short  time  thereafter  occurred  the  so-called 
Martha  Mitchell  incident:   Much  has  been  v;ritten  about  this 
unfortunate  occurrence  froni.  v;hich  it  could  be  inferred  thaC~ 
Mrs.  Mitchell  v/as  treated  in  a  rough,  if  not  brutal  fashion 
—  so  as  to  suppress  comrr.unications  v/ith  the  media.   I  have 
no  desire  to  make  critical  stat3~ants  about  a  lady.   There- 
fore, let  me  si~ply  state  that  zr.   Friday  morning,  June  22rc, 
•I  v;as  requested  by  John  Mitchell  'as  a  perso.nal  favor  to 
hir.)  to  CO  over,  to  the  Jiav.-porrcr  Inn  v.-here  Mrs.  -'.itcheli 
v/as  stayir.g  —  and  give  aid  to  l-.er.   Xhis  I  did. 


^ 
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On  or  aboat  June  23,  197  2.  I  flew  to  Washington  in 
response  to  an  urgent  call  frors  John  Dean,  v/ho  told  me  that 
it  v.'as  a  matter  of  highest  p--i'~-i-y  -t-h-,-^  ~  ■^"'^  '-n^!:  ^r  '-'i-'n 
ington  to  take  ni  ni  .■y,^<^<~r-jrfi_2j^       As  I  recall  it,  when 
I  got  there  I  called  John  at  his  office  in  the  EOS  and 
asked  if  he  v/anted  ma  to  corae  to  his  office.   He  said  "no" 
—  that  it  would  be  easier  if  I  met  him  in  front  of  the 
H_ay-Adains .   The  Hay- Adams  is  about  half-way  betv;een  the  EOB 
and  the  Statler-Hilton  v;here  I  '.v-as  stayj'^q  ^'^r'  t  ^-•^r^<^r^•r,^ 
little  about  it.   I  then  v/alked  over  and  met  Dean  and  V7a 
talTceriT in  'tiiat  conversation  he  told  Ke  that  it  v;as  nec- 
essary that  I  raise  funds  to  under^vrite  attorneys  fees  for 
the  men  that  had  been  arrested  in  the  -Watergate  break-in  and 
to  provide  support  for  their  families  during  this  period. 
He  may  have  also  said  that  some  of  the  funds  vrauld  be  used 
to  provide  bail  money.   Coming  as  this  did  from  someone 
wUssi— I— tiCii**<2d ,  who  v;as  the  President's  Special  Counsel  — 
and  who  very  clearly  was  carrying' out  orders  —  I  did  not 
hesitate,  and  accented  his  directive  without  question.   It 
seems  to  me  that  I  did  wonder  aloud  as  to  whether  it  might 
not  be  better  that  a  defense  fund  organisation  be  organized 
to  go  to -the  public  for  funds.   My  recollection  is  that  he 
v.'as  not  particularly  favorably  inclined  to-.Vcirds  the  idea  — 
saying  something  t.o  the  effect  that  such  an  effort  might  be 
misinterpreted  by  the  press  and  that,  in  any  event,  the  need 
was  such  that  v;e  had  to  move  promptly  to  provide  the  funds 
required.   Ke  gave  m.a  the  impression  that  my  help  v/ould  be 
requ:L:'T"  -only  on  a  or\e-3hot  basis  and  indicated  that  approxi- 
mately $100,000  V70uld  be  needsd, 
gested  that  I  use  Ulasewicz  ('..hem 

since  his  October  1971  rST.mination) .   In  addition.  Dean  gave 
me  the  ad.r.onition  that  this  entire  funding  operation  was  to 
be  absolutely  secret  —  again  naking  the  point  that  if  it  be- 
came kno'.cn  that-v/e  were  helpir.g  these  psople,  such  mighlT^.a 
misinterpreted.   I  v;as  advised  that  Pt^'JI   '.z'^.us   v;ould  work  ^^ 
v;ith  him  (Dean)  in  giving  me  the  instrrrct-ions  needed  to  get  ) 
•the  funds  to  the  people  involved. 

I  ne;^t  cer.tactcd  '■':?,,:r'.'  Stance  en  June  23th  and 
advised  hi."  that  I  hafi  j'.isc  h::.r:   7ivon  a  special  assignment 

I  '..•"•.s  rervvestir.j  hir,  to  brir-r  -.e  •-.•hate'-'er  ar.oun.-.  cf  cash  he 
had  available- —  u.o  to  SIOO.OOO.   He  then  broucht  to  ma 


r 


and  indicated  that  approxi > 

Also,  I  recall  that  he  sug-   ( 
I  had  not  bean  in  touch  wiT±i  I 
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I  told  Maury  that  I  could  not  tell  him  the  nature  of  my 
assignment  or  the  purpose  for  -r.ich  the  funds  v/ould  be 
used  —  but  I  assured  him  that  I  had  the  authority  for 
Baking  my  request  and  that  the  assigment  v;as  perfectly 
proper. 

I  thereafter  made  cor.tact  with  Anthony  Ulasewicz 
(June  30th)  and  asked  that  he  come  down  to  V/ashington.   He 
did  so  and  I  gave  him  the  cash  funds  obtained  frora  Stans 
and  advised  him  to  take  it  bac}:  to  New  York  to  hold  for 
later  distribution  in  accordance  with  special  directions 
which  I  was  to  receive  from  ei::r.er  Deair  or  LaBae.  I  then 
returned  to  California.  ""  ■; - 

Over  the  next  several  days  there  wareinany  tele«> 
phone  calls  back  and  forth  —  1   don't  remember  v/hether  I 
was  dealing  with  Dean  or  LaRue  i;'  Tft*'*':''^?.  ^y  ^r-riT^  ^"^  '^j^y,- 
ever  one  it  was  would  give  me  explicit  c^i,ractiar>R.   These 
directions  \*owici  be  given  to  r?  and  then  relayed  to  Ulasewicz. 
I  had  told  Ulasev.icz  that  this  assignment  was  to  be  carried 
out  iTn "absolute  confidentiality  and  it  v/as  agreed  that  we 
v;ould  use  telephone  bootns  and  take  every  precaution  to  a- 
void  having  the  operation  beccr.e  known  to  the  opposition  for 
the  reason  that  it  might  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  cam- 
paign.  We  used  verbal  shorthand  to  describe  certain  of  the 
people  involved  (I,  for  exarr^pia,  remember  that  we  called 
Kunx  ■'*the  writer"  and  i-lrs.  Hunt,  "the  writer's  wife".  The 
list  of  people  and  the  amounts  -hat  each  were  to  be  given 
v/as  oharpf ';r=>^i-oT  ,-. ^  .^^ »%or  ;;  ThSv  or  a  script.   Ulasewicz 
used  several'  aliases,  includir.r  "Rivers"  in  his  rnn^'>'-^g 
These  v/ere  deVelcped'  oacv/e-an  o-rsaives  m  the  course  of. 
our  many  telephone  cnlls  and  tl-.ay  '.-.'ere  then  given  to  Dean 
or  LaRue  --  who  had  -asJeed  for  -hem  inasmuch  as  they  wer?  '   ~S 
needed  to  be  given  to  the  pacrla  that  Ulasev/icz  would  be 
contacting.   .Almost  all  of  tr.a=a  calls  were  made  frora 
telephone  booths.   It  '.*&s   all  v^ry  much  a  007  atir.os?here 
end  wholly  foreign  to  my  bac::rrrund  an-  G::perienc3. 

tlc::t,  I  recr.ll  f.-.:::  1:.?U2  g-''-  "-*  aj?prD::ir.at2ly 
SSO.OOO  ir.  each  in  John  O.-nn'r  .-ifico  yc-z   rir.-.a  in  July. 
This  amount  v;>.o  frivsn  to  Ulixn^r-Lct  in  '.•.'ashir. jcon  (at  his 
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Sometime  in  oid-Jul-.-  I  recall  that  John  Dean  again 
approached  .-ne  and  said  nha-    :Lu..v;as  critical  that  additional 
funds  be  provided.   A.t  this  point  I  realised  that  I  would 
have  to~go~"td  an  outside  contributor  for  the  first  tiitt*;. 
What  with  the  P-ounting  press  coverage  that  v/as  bcginnina 
to  raise  questions  in  my  mind  and,  in  particular,  the  ex- 
treme secrecy  procedures  that  I  had  been  instructed  to  fol- 
low —  I  resolved  that  I  should  confim  John  Dean's  authority 
v;ith  his  immediate  superior  -i  r^  j-^°  '■'•-' ite  Ho-j-p.  .Toh-i  rv>--! -.-/^k- 
i"an.   Thereafter,  I-  arranged  to  meet  v;ith  Ehrlichman  in  his 
otTTce  in  the  White  House  (my  best  guesg  is  that  the  meet- 
ing took  place  on-  Julv  jSthJ^.   At  that  meeting  which  was 
held  behind  closed  doors  with  just  the  two  of  us  present, 
I  reviev/ed  the  circumstances  of  the  assigmoent  (which  assign- 
ment Ehrlichman  indicated  that  he  was  fully  avrare  of) ;  and 
then  1  asked  EhrlichjTian  to  confirm  that  Dean  had  the  reauisite 
authority  to  direct  me  to  undertake  such  activity.  Xri  re- 
sponse", Ehrlichman  told  me  that  Daan  did  have  the  authority 
to  give  me  the  order;  and  that  the  purpose  and  the  propriety 
was  not  to  ba  queation^u.   liy  xecoilection  is  chat  my  decision 
to  see  Ehrlichman  at  that  time  was  based  en  several  facti:rs: 
I  had' k'novm  him  over  a  period  of  ten  years  and  respected 
him  for  his  personal  character  and  integrity;  Ehrlich.-3an 
and  Haldeman  had  agreed  that  I  v/as  not  to  have  any  further 
involvement  in  fund  raising  after  April  7th  (Dean"'s  order 
v;as  therefore  in  direct  conflict  with  that  understanding) ; 
and,  finally,  that  Ehrlichman  had  been  Dean's  prodecessor   '  ' 
as  Counsel  to  the  President  and  v;as  in  factDean's  superior 
in  the  White  House.   For  all  of  these  reasons  it  seemed 
appropriate  that  I  get  direct  conf irm.ation  as  to  this  assign- 
ment.  And,  to  repeat  again  —  I  was  becoming  increasinglv 
concerned  about  the  007  aspects  of  the  assignment  —  particu- 
larly the  covert  and  clandestine  manner  in  which  I  wa?.-~r£->-»,^ 
quired  to  operate.   Finally,  —  and- this  I  vividly  rec'all  -J 
I  said  something  to  the  effect  that  "...John,  we're  good 
friends.   You  knov/  m.y  wife  and  my  fam.ily.   I  knov/  Jeanne 
end  your  family.   You  knov;  that  m.y  fa.-nily  and  my  reputation 
arc  tY.2  itost   important  thi:-.:;3  in  the  -.•.■^i.-ld  to  mis  — "  therefore, 
I  must  ask  ycu  to  t:!ll  r.e  tV.a-  this  assicrn.-ant  is  procer 
-'.nd  r.-.u.Tt  bi  carried  o.;t."   lij  r.;pliei  'zo  th^  eff..;ct  that:  nhi 
ordor  •.•.•.=.3  fully  r-^cron;  ir.-.-;;  .;:.:!  ■::1c,=;q:'  ::I^:  ccT^monts  and  the 
moeti'-.g  by  stating  v.ords  to  t::-  Gff«jcr  thac  "...thev'll  have 
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our  heads  in  their  laps".   I  construed  all  of  those  ca~-?.sr.ts 
together  to  nean  that  the  operation  v/as  authorized,  that  it 
vas  proper,  and  tha-t  the  secrecy  v/as  necessary  or  the  op- 
position night  r.ake  press  capital  cf  our  assistance  to  these 
people  —  and  that  the  canpaign  could  thus  be  jeooardized- 

It  is  also  ny  recollection  that  at  that  meeting  I, 
•told  Ehrlichrcan  that  I  planned  to  approach  Thcir.as  V.  Jones, 
President  and  Chairman  of  JJorthrop  Corporation,  in  California 

—  and  that  I  did  not  want  to  do  so  unless  I  v/as  assured  that 
the  undertaking  v/as  wholly  proper. 

Following  this  meeting,  I  returned  to  California 
and,  within  a  week  or  so,  called  Jone.s.at.  hls^office  in 
Los  Angeles.   A  meeting  was  arranged  at  Jones'  office  and 
he  gave  ne  a  package  v/hich  he  believed  contained  $50,000 
cash.   When  I  got  home,  I  opened  the  package  and  counted 
the  money  and  found  that  instead  of  $50,000  I  had  received 
$75,000.   I  counted  the  money  four  or  five  times  because 
I  could  not  believe  thgre  had  been  a  $25,000  mistake.   I 
told  my  wife  about  it  and  finally  telephoned  Jones  about 
10:00  that  evening  from  a  Union  Oil  Corapany  service  station 
on  17th  Street  near  my  home  and  told  him  of  my  count.   At 
first  he  said  that  he  was  sure  that  1  v/as  v/rong  and  that 
he  v/as,,certain  that  he  had  given  me  $50,000.   Finally,  after 
I  repeated  myself  several  times  and  told  him  that  I  wanted  to 
return  the  $25,000  the  next  day,  he  told  me  to  keep  the  en- 
tire am.ount  and  "..  .credit  it  tov/ards  ray  earlier  stated 
goal  amount" . 

Tom  Jones  was  not  advised  of  the  purpose  for 
■whi'ch  these  funds  were  to  be  employed. 

Jones'  $75,000  was  then  turned  over  to  Ulasewrtc^ 

—  v/ho  had  flov/n  out  to  California  from  Jiev  Vork  for  that  ^ 
purpose.   V.'ith'in~a  short  period  of  time  thereafter,  it  is 

my  recollection  that  I  advised  Ehrlichrian.pf  Jones'  contri- 
bution. 

iilso,    I  roc- 11  cr-.c  :;:'.,iitic:-.?.I  r-?ccipt  of  funds. 
"t  v/aj  scr.'.c:'.: i-o  in  .".•jrust  ■.:r.-27:   L?.?.U3  ifr.ve  r.-.e  approximately 
^-COOO  or   ■:■•': 0 ..  0 ? 0  ir.  c.-s".  iit:-:;r  in  lioar.-'s  office  or  in 

•■is  office  :ic  :.7C1  ?cnn3vlv:;n:,a. 
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After  I  received  the  second  amount  from  LaRus,  I 
did  not  obtain  any  additional  funds  for  this  assignment. 
All  told,  my  best  recollection  _is  that  I  obtained  between 
$210,000  and  $230,000  from  three  individuals  during  the  two- 
month  period  ($75,100  from  Stans,  $75,000  from  Jones,  and 
the  balance  from  LaRue) .   These  funds  were  routed  to  the  peo- 
ple that  were  specif  ideally  designated  by  either  Dean  or  LaRue. 

While  I  was  continually  urged  to  obtain  more  funds 
—  I  advised  both  Dean  and  LaRue  that  it  would  not  be  pos- 
sible for  me  to  raise  any  additional  funds. 

The  last  time  I  recall  that  I  was  directly  ap- 
proached to  raise  more  funds  in  this  project  was  on  January 
18,  1973,  when  Dean  asked  me  to  attend  a  meeting  scheduled 
in  Mitchell's  office.   This  requested  meeting  immediately 
followed  the  adjournment  of  the  Annual  Meeting  of  The  Richard 
Nixon  Foundation  being  held  that  afternoon  at  Blair  House. 
I  recall  that  Dean  and  I  went  over  to  Mitchell's  office 
at  1701  Pennsylvania  Avenue  around  4:00  or  4:15  p.m.  and 
that  v.'e  mot  v.-ith  Mitchell  and  LaRue  in  MitcJiell's  law  of- 
fice.  I  remember  that  i  was  in  attendance  for  about,  ten 
minutes  before  I  excused  myself  to  attend  another  meeting 
that  had  been  scheduled  for  5:00  p.m.   From  my  best  recollec- 
tion, the  main  point  discussed  at  the  meeting  was  the  matter 
of  where  additional  funds  could  be  raised,   I  advised  one 
and  all  that  I  could  not  do  more  and  thereupon  excused  my- 
self.  As  I  have  stated  earlier  in  this  letter,  I  had  made 
up  my  mind  in  August  or  September  to  do  nothing  more  and  to 
make  it  clear  that  I  would  do  no  more. 

Mr:  Silbert,  with  regard  to  my  involvement  in 
these  funds  to  the  Watergate  individuals  —  I  can  only  say 
that  at  that  time  —  it  was  totally  implausible  for  mp  to 
believe  that  I  would  be  asked  to  participate  in  any  improper 
activity  by  men  who  occupied  the  number  two  and  three  posi- 
tions in  the  White  House... and  with  the  awareness  these  gentle- 
men had  of  my  position  as  the  President's  personal  attorney. 

Very  sincerely  yours. 


DR 


Herbert  W.    Kalmbach 
liWK/ah 


"^^ 
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17.     On  February  2,  1971  Colson  sent  a  memorandum  to  Haldeman's 
assistant  Lawrence  Higby  stating  that  the  milk  producers  were  prepared 
to  contribute  $100,000  for  tables  at  a  Republican  dinner  and  that  the 
only  trick  would  be  to  be  certain  that  the  White  House  got  credit  for 
this  against  the  sums  it  was  expected  to  raise.  Higby  noted  on  the 
memorandum,  "OK." 
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17.1     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM^   FEBRUARY  2^    1971 


TH!£    V/I-IITC    HO'J5C 

WA3  M  I  r-J  C  TON 


ME:>.IORAN])rj\l  FOn  LARRY  HIGBY 


As  I  understand  it,   we  owe  tlie  National  Conrunittoe  approxinn.ateljr 

$150,  000  oi-iginally  committed  from  Mulcah/.     My  feeling,    as  you  knov/, 

is  that  we  should  not  go  back  to  Mulcahy. 

The  Milk  Producers  are  prepared  to  buy  10  tables  to  the  Committee 
Diniier  ($100,  000).     The  National  Committee  could  be  advised  in  advance 
that  t!iis  is  part  of  the  money  we  owe.     The  only  trick  v/ould  be  to  be 
certain  tliat  v/e  got  credit  for  this  against  the  sums  they  expect  us  to 
raise. 


Please  lot  ine  know. 


0017B 


■L 


Charles  \V.    Colsou. 
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18.     Between  February  2,  1971  and  February  16,  1971  Haldeman, 
Ehrlichman,  Colson  and  other  White  House  officials  approved  plans  for 
the  President  to  meet  with  dairy  industry  leaders.   On  a  memorandum 
approving  the  proposal  for  the  meeting  Colson  stated  that  the  President 
said  he  wanted  to  do  this  and  should. 
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18.2  Memorandum  from  David  Parker  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  Staff 

THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February  2,  1971 

MEMORANDUM  FOR:  *4huck  Colson 

John  Whl taker 

FROM:  Da^  Parker 

RE:  Leaders  of  dairy  industry 


Secretary  Hardin  has  put  forth  a  proposal  that  the  President 
itaeet  with  the  various  national  leaders  of  the  dairy  industry. 
What  would  be  your  recommendation  in  this  regard? 

Approve          ^ 
Disapprove    


reason : 


The  President  said  he  wanted  to 
do  this  —  and  should  —  I  should 
be  included  in  the  meeting  for 
Thanks.  special  political  reasons 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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18.1     DAVID  PARKER  MEMORANDUM,   FEBRUARY  2,    1972 

Till:  v;i:iin  iiousz 


w.\:i:i:.T.  to:;. 


Fcbru.iry  2.   1971 

001186 


i,-iF.:.:cc.:::-' ::•'::.:  FOR  "^chuch  coison 

John  Y.'hitn.l;cr 
FROM:  D?.ve  Parker 


RE:  Leaders  of  dair/industry 

/ 


Sccrctr-.ry  "c.rdin  h^.s  put  forth  ?.  proposal  th?.!:  the  president 
meet  V.  i-.>.  :;-.;  vcrious  r.z'Ao.u-.i  Ica-I;r5  of  tiie  dairv  iadustrv. 


cisaoorovc 


Thanks. 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
Washington 
February  4,  1971 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  JOHN  EHRLICHMAN 

FROM:   Dave  Parker 

RE:     Leaders  of  Dairy  Industry 

Secretary  Hardin  has  sent  a  memo  concerning  the  Presi- 
dent's expressed  interest  in  meeting  with  leaders  of  the 
dairy  industry  (attached) .  Colson  and  Whitaker  strongly 
recommend  the  President  meet  with  the  group  on  the  attached 
list. 

Do  you  concur?    No  objection 

THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
Washington 

Date:   1/27/71 

To:  C 

From:      Bruce  Kehrli 

H  has  not  seen  - 

Please  handle 
B. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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18.2     DAVID  PARKER  MEMORANDUM,   FEBRUARY  4,    1971 
MC;   OIIANDUM  \J  — 3 

TiiK  v.'nrrr;  iicjse    / 

I 

WASH  l.'IOTOtf 


0011S3 


February  4,   1971 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  JOHN  EHRLICH\IAN 

FROM:        Dave  Parker 

RE:  Leaders  of  Daity  industry 


Secretary  Hardin  has  sent  a  memo  concerning  the  Presi- 
dent's expressed  interest  in  meeting  with  leaders  of  the 
dairy  industory  (attached).       Colson  and  Vv'hitakcr  strongly 
recommend  the  President  meet  with  the  grouo  on  the  attached 

xtav.  '  . 

\^:  .  J  •-  r  ■ 

Do  you  concur?       /IC     Cfj^if^cJ^  \  C-n'[ 


The  White- Hcuse 

.1  v 

to:   C 

From:  Bruce  Kehrli 

f-f    /-Uio  ^ixJT^  ^^^^^'^ -^ 
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THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February  16,  1971 
SCHEDULE  PROPOSAL 

FROM:  David  N.  Parker  VIA:  Dwlght  L.  Chapln 

MEETING:  Leaders  of  the  dairy  Industry 
DATE;  open 

PURPOSE :  To  enhance  agriculture's  support  of  Administration 
programs;  and,  because  the  President  said  he  wanted  to  do  this  in  his 
telephone  message  to  the  American  Milk  Producers  Conference  last 
September,  as  well  as  when  meeting  with  Messrs.  Nelson  and  Parr  he 
stated  he  would  meet  with  the  leaders  again. 

PRESIDENTIAL  PARTICIPATION 

-Cabinet  Room 

-18  attending  (list  attached) plus  Secretary  Hardin 

-half  Mour  meeting 

approve   H       disapprove  


Coverage: 

To  be  announced  approve  H   disapprove_ 

approve  H   disapprove 

STAFF:  John  Whitaker 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In  Favor  Chuck  Colson 

John  Ehrlichman 
Murray  Chotiner 
Secretary  Hardin 
John  Whitaker 

Colson  -  "The  President  said  he  wanted  to  do  this  and  should". 


indistinct  document  retyped  by  " 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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Page  Two 
Dairy  Industry 


Chotlner  -  "Substantial  support  coming  from  this  group". 
Whltaker  -  "The  President  committed  himself". 


BACKGROUND :  Secretary  Hardin  urges  this  meeting  be  held.  He 
says  that  last  fall  at  the  time  of  the  convention  of  the  Associated  Milk 
Producers,  he  talked  with  the  President  on  the  phone  and  the  President 
extended  an  Invitation  to  key  members  of  the  dairy  industry  to  meet 
with  him. 

FOLLOW  UP; 

Colson  says  the  Dairy  Industry  has  a  good  PR  program  and  this  meeting 
will  be  exploited  widely  in  the  dairy  industry. 

and  farm 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Conmlttee  staff 
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28.5     DAVID  PAEKEH  SCHEDULE  PROPOSAL,   FEBRUARY  16,    1971 


THE  V/nlTE   House  ^"y/i  / S 

001190  February  16.   1971  ( J^ 

SCHEDULE  PROPOSAL  \^^ 

FROM:        David  N.    Parker  VIA:      Dwight  L. :  Chapi^j  ^ 

MEETING:      Loaders  of  the  dairy  industry 

DATE:      open 

PURPOSE:      To  enliancc  agriculture's  support  of  Administration 
Progran^s;  and,  because  the  President  said  he  ^vanted  tp-do  this  m  his 
Telephone  messaec  to  the  American  Milk  Producers  Conference  last 
September,   as  well  as  when  meeting  with  Messrs.   Nelspn  and  Parr  he 
stated  he  would  meet  with  the  leaders  again; 

PRESIDENTL\L  PARTICIPATION 

-Cabinet  Room 

-ift  atrennma  iitsr.  arr;.rhprU-JMii<.  .NAorAi-arv  wa 

-half  haar  meeting 

approve      /r^      di^p?rove_ 


Coverage:  /,/- 

To  be  announced  '  approve/      disapprove____ 

Photo  ooportunity  approve_(/::'-.L.sapprovc 

STAFF:       John  V.'hitaker 

RECQMMEXDATICXS 

In  Favor  Chuck  Colson 

John  Ehrlichman 
■  Murray  Chotiner 
Secretary  tiardin 
John  V.'hitaker 

Colson  -  "The  President  said  he  wanted  to  do  this  and  should". 
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Page  Two 
Daiijr  Industry 


Chotiner  -  "Substantial  support  coining  from  this  group", 
V/hitakcr  -  "The  President  coniinittcd  himself". 


BACKGROUND:       Secretary  ^-lardin  urges  this  meeting  be  held.     He 
says  that  last  fail  at  the  time  of  the  convention  of  the  Associated  ?,Iilk 
Producers,  he  talked  with  the  President  on  the  phone  and  the  President 
extended  an  invitation  to  key  members  of  the  dairy  industry  to  meet 
with  him. 

FOLLOV/  UP; 

Colson  says  the  Dairy  industry  has  a  good  PR  program  and  this  meeting 
will  be  exploited  widely  in  the  dairy  industry. 

Hi- 

1/ 


001191 


W 
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19.     Beginning  in  early  1971  dairy  cooperative  representatives 
undertook  intense  lobbying  efforts  in  Congress  to  enact  legislation 
requiring  a  milk  price  support  level  of  between  85%  and  90%  of  parity. 
On  February  10,  1971  Speaker  Carl  Albert,  Congressman  Wilbur  Mills, 
and  Ranking  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  member  John  Byrnes  met 
in  Speaker  Albert's  office  with  AMPI  officials  Harold  Nelson  and 
Dave  Parr,  USDA  Congressional  liaison  head  William  Galbraith,  and 
Counsel  to  the  President  for  Congressional  Relations  Clark  MacGregor. 
On  March  4,  1971  Congressman  Mills  telephoned  0MB  Director  George 
Shultz  and  on  March  10,  1971  Speaker  Albert  telephoned  Shultz  to 
urge  an  increase  in  milk  price  supports.   During  late  February  and 
March,  87  Members  of  Congress  wrote  or  wired  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  urging  an  increase  in  milk  price  supports  to  90%  of 
parity.   Ten  other  Members  sought  an  increase  to  at  least  85%  of 
parity,  while  44  Members  forwarded  constituent  requests  which  sought 
increases  to  various  levels.   Between  March  16  and  March  25,  1971 
approximately  28  bills  sponsored  by  118  individual  Representatives 
were  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  and  two  bills  spon- 
sored by  29  Senators  were  introduced  in  the  Senate  to  increase  the 
minimum  level  of  milk  price  supports  to  at  least  85%  of  parity. 


Page 

19.1  l^hite  House  "White  Paper,"  The  Milk  Support 

Price  Decision,  January  8,  19  74,  1-3,  14-16 ,  331 

19.2  Harold  Nelson  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session, 
December  18,  1973,  117-20 337 


(329) 


Page 

19.3  Memorandum  from  George  Shultz  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
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ment of  Agriculture  in  February  and  March  1971,  com- 
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ments received  from  the  White  House.*   350 
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i    19.1     WHITE  HOUSE  "WHITE  PAPER",   THE  MILK  SUPPORT  PRICE 
DECISION,   JANUARY  3,    1974,    1-2,    14-16 

[■■OH    IHMiiDIATE    HEmnoE  JAtdJAHY    3,    ISTK 

orrice   of   the   White   Houje    Preoc   Secretary 

THE  v;hite  house 


The   flllk   Support   Price   Decision 

Dulling  the  spring  of  1971,  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Clifford  Hardin  announced  that  certain  dairy  products  v;ould 
be  supported  by  the  Federal  Govern.-ient  at  80  percent  of  parity 
duririi;  the  1971-72  marketing  season.   Subs:iquenr,ly ,'  under 
nea-zy  prassure  from  the  Congress  to  increase  supports  and 
after  consultation  with  his  senior  advisers,  the"  President 
reconsidered  and  requested  the  Secretary  to  raise  the  price 
support  level  for  the  corains  year  to  85  percent  of  parity. 

Because  the  President  also  met  with  dairy  leaders  during 
this  same  period  and  because  campaign  contributions  v;ere 
given  to  his  re-election  effort  during  1971,  there  have  been 
charges  in  the  media  and  elsewhere  that  the  President 's' actions 
on  price  supports  were  the  result  of  promises  from  the  dairy 
industry  to  contribute  to  the  1972  Republican  Presidential 
campaign.   These  allegations  are  unsupported  by  evidence  and 
are  totally  false. 

!•  .The  Decisions  of  March.  1971 

The  decision  announced  each  year  by  the  Secretary  of     : 
Agriculture  of  the  price  at  which  the  Government  will  support 
milK  prices  has  a  significant  Impact  on  the  Nation's  dairy 
farmers.   In  1970,  Secretary  Hardin  had  announced  that  for 
tne  marketing  year  running  from  April  1,  1970  through  March  31 
W\}   ^^^   Government  would  support  manufacturing  milk  at 
$4.66  per  100  pounds,  or  at  85  percent  of  parity.   This 
figure  represented  an  increase  of  38  cents  and  an  increase 
of  2  percent  of  the  parity  rate  over  the  year  before  (1969- 
1970). 

As  the  1971-72  marketing  season  approached,  the  question 
within  the  Government  was  whether  to  continue  supporting  the 
milk  price  at  $4.65  per  100  pounds  or  to  raise  the  price. 
Because  a  grain  shortage  and  other  factors  had  Increased  the 
costs  of  production  for  dairy  farmers,  a  continuation  of  the 
$1.65  price  meant  that  the  parity  rate  would  actually  fall  to 
approximately  Oo  percent.   To  the  farmers,  a  drop  in  parity 
rate  would  result  in  a  possible  loss  of  Income  v<(hich  In  turn 
could  deter  production.   The  farmers  therefore  advocated  an 
Increase  In  the  price  support  to  $5.21  per  100  pounds,  or  90 
percent  of  parity;  at  the  very  least,  they  argued,  the 
Government  should  raise  the  price  to  $4.92  per  100  pounds 
and  thereby  maintain  the  current  parity  rate  of  85  percent. 
At  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  it  was  feared  that  such 
price  Increases  might  encourage  excess  production  on  the 
farms,  raise  the  prices  of  dairy  products  for  consumers,  and 
ultitiiately  force  the  Government  to  purchase  the  surplus 
products. 

The  dairy  Industry,  which  had  become  highly  or^';ani  =  ed  in 
the  I96O3 ,  moved  to  exert  maximum,  direct  pressure  on  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  early  1971-   In  a  few  weeks,  over 
13,000  letters  from  milk  producers  were  received  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 


NOTE:     TEE  COMPLETE  TEXT  OF  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  PAPER  ON  MILK  PRICE  SUPPORTS  IS  REPRINTED  AT  7.1. 
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fit  the  sare  time,  the  dairy  in'lustry  v;orV:e'J  to  achievs  its 
objectives  indirectly  through  I/ier.bers  of  the  Concrec.-  who  agreed 
with  industry  views.   The  upper  tUdwestern  affiliate  of  th3 
A-^sociated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  (AriPI)  estiiTiated  that  its 
n-=nibers  alone  sent  some  50,000  letters  to  Congressr'.en  on  the 
sublect  of  milk  suoports.   Betv;een  February  23  a.nd  inarch  12, 
1971   some  25  Senators  and  65  Cono;ressmen  v;rote  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  urt^e  that  the  ;m.66  support  price  be  increased. 
SoTe  "twenty  Senators  and  53  P.e3resent:ativ53  i.ndicated  that  they 
v;int-d  to  see  the  orice  raised  to  a  full  90  perce.nt  of  pari-y 
($5.21  per  cut.).   Four  Senators  and  eight  Representatives 
adoDted  a  more  restrained  position,  askin?  that  the  price  be 
raised  to  at  least  85  percent  of  parity  ($4.92). 

Some  of  the  letters  openly  referred  to  the  fact  that  spokes- 
men for  the  dairy  cooperatives  —  AMPI,  Dairymen,  Inc.,  or  their 
affiliates  —  had  written  or  called  upon  the  Congressmen  to  ask 
for  support.   A  number  of  letters  were  apparently  drafted  by 
lobbying  groups. 

Many  of  the  Members  also  took  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
and  Senate  to  express  their  concern: 

On  Flarch  1,  Congressman  Robert  V.'.  Kastenmeier 
(D..  Wis.)  rose  to  tell  his  colleagues:   ''We  need  your 
assistance  in  persuading  the  Administration  to  raise 
dairy  price  supports  to  90  percent  of  parity  .  .  .  •' 
(Congressional  Record,  p.  4310).   His  sentiments  were 
echoed  by  Congressman  Les  Aspin  (D.,  His.). 

After  tiarch  7,  when  the  Associated  Press  reported 
that  Secretary  Hardin  might  raise  the  support  level  to 
85  percent  of  parity.  Senators  Hubert  Humphrey  (D., 
Minn.),  Vance  Hartke  (D.,  Ind.),  Ualter  Hondale  (D., 
^'inn.),  and  Fred  Harris  (D.,  Okla.),  as  well  as 
Congressmen  Ed  Jones  (D.,  Tenn.),  Robert  HcClory 
(R.,  111.),  and  Vernon  Thomson  (R.,  V.'is .  )  ,  all  made 
floor  speeches  in  favor  of  a  90  percent  level. 

On  Ha^ch  8,  Congressman  William  Stelger  (R.,  V.'is.) 
entered  into  the  Congressional  Record  a  letter  he  had 
sent  to  Secretary  Hardin  calling  for  90  percent  parity. 

On  March  9,  both  Senators  Hartke  and  Humphrey 
called  again  for  the  90  percent  level. 

On  March  10,  Congressman  Jones  argued  that  even 
90  percent  would  not  be  a  '^decent  return,'  but  -it  would 
certainly  help."   Hr .  Jones  urged  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  not  to  "sit  idly  by  and  watch  our  dairy 
industry  decline  into  oblivion.   Unless  dairy  price 
supports  are  set  at  a  level  high  enough  to  guarantee 
90  percent  of  parity,  that  is  exactly  "hat  we  are 
inviting."   (Congressional  Record,  pp.  595^-5/). 
Senator  Kondale  again  called  for  the  90  percent  level. 

On  March  11,  Congressman  Thomson  repeated  his  call 
for  a  90  percent  decision. 

WhUc  their  collea-ues  were  inarshalllnr,  support  in  open 
floor  speeches; ,  ::enlor  Democratic  leaders  in  the  Congress  were 
f-zpronslng  their  concerns  privately  to  representatives  ;^^^^- 
A.lmlnlstratlon.   On  February  10,  the  Cha  man  of  the  Hou.e  H.n>. 
ar.l  '.Vanr.  Committee,  Wilbur  Mills,  (n..  Arl..),  arranged  a  neetlng 
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in  the  ol'rice  of  Speaker  Carl  Albert  (D.,  Okia.)  to  Alzz\izz - 
die  dairy  issue.   Representatl'/ea  of  the  dairy  Inducitry  ha'l 
apparently  aslced  for  the  :neetlng  to  plead  their  case.   In 
attendance  were  Harold  Melcon  and  David  Parr  from  Ai'lPI; 
Cougressriien  Mills,  Albert  and  John  Byrnes  (R.,  l.'is .  )  ;  V/illla.-n 
Calbralth,  head  of  Congressional  liaison  for  the  Depart.-nent 
of  Agriculture;  and  Clark  IIacGre,-;or ,  then  Counsel  to  the 
President  for  Congressional  Relations. 

The  Congressional  leaders  continued  to  pake  their  viev.-s 
knovm  in  several  private  conversations  thereafter.   According 
to  lie.    i'iacGregor '  3  records,  Congressnan  •'iills  urged  hi:.i  or. 
at  least  six  occasions  i.n  lace  ?ebi-uary  and  early  liarch  to 
urge  the  President  to  raise  the  support  price.   Congressnan 
Mills  and  Speaker  Albert  also  telephoned  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  George  Shultz,  with  the  sa.ie 
request.   Mr.  Shultz  sent  a  rneraorandun  to  John  Ehrlichnan  at 
the  V/hite  House  indicating  the  substance  of  the  ilills  request 
for  a  rise  in  the  support  level. 

Nevertheless,  on  March  12,  Secretary  Hardin  announced  that 
the  price  support  for  the  coming  year  vrould  be  approximately 
80  percent  of  parity  —  not  90  percent  as  the  dairy  industry 
wanted.   The  Secretary's  announcement  acknowledged  that  some 
dairymen  believed  that  the  support  price  should  be  increased. 
But,  he  said,  higher  support  prices' might  lead  to  excessive 
supplies  and  large  surpluses.   Kir.  Hardin  believed  his  action 
was  "in  the  long-terra  best  Interests  of  the  dairy  producers." 

Immediately  follov;ing  the  Agriculture  Department  announce- 
ment of  March  12,  1971,  a  campaign  was  initiated  on  Capitol  Kill 
by  both  Democrats  and  Republicans  for  mandatory  legislation  to 
increase  the  parity  level  to  85  or  90  percent.   Thirty  separate 
fa^^ls  were  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  between 
Haroh  l6th  and  March  25th  with  this  specific  goal  in  nand. 
One  hundred  and  twenty-five  Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives^ introduced  or  co-sponsored  legislation  to  support  the 
price  of  manufacturing  milk  at  a  level  of  not  more'  than  90 
percent  nor  less  than  85  percent.   In  other  words,  85  percent 
would  be  an  absolute  floor  for  price  supports.   Of  these 
Representatives,  29  were  Republicans  and  96  were  Democrats. 
Two  Congressmen,  one  from  each  side  of  the  aisle,  also  intro- 
duced legislation  for  a  mandatory  level  of  90  percent  of  parity. 

In  the  Senate,  28  Senators,  led  by  Democratic  Senator 
Gaylord  llelson  of  VJisconsin,  introduced  legislation  on.  [iarch  16, 
1971,  that  would  have  required  support  levels  at  a  minimum  of 
85  percent  of  parity.   Of  the  Nelson  bill  sponsors,  one  v/as  a 
Republican  (Senator  Cook  of  Kentucky)  and  27  v;ere  Democrats 
(Senators  Allen,  Bayh ,  Burdick,  Bentsen,  Cranston,  Eastland, 
Eagleton,  Fulbrlght,  Gravel,  Hart,  Harris,  Hollings,  Hartke^ 
Hughes,  Inouye,  Long,  Mondale,  tlcGee,  HcGovern,  Muskie,  Moss, 
ilelson,  Proxmire,  Sparlcian,  Stevenson,  Symington,  Tunney). 
Tnrae  days  later.  Senator  Hubert  Uaiphrey  sponsored  his'^  own 
bill  seeking  higher  parity. 


Philosophically,  the  Hixon  Adr.iinistration  had  honed  to 
Kfadually  move  away  from  Federal  policies  v;hlch  provide  massiv, 
subsidies  to  agriculture.   These  subsidies  had  initially  been 
instituted  during  the  Depression  years  when  the  Covern~.ent 
undertook  a  variety  of  measures  to  ease  the  plight  of  th.e 
farmers  and  to  give  then  some  degree  of  economic  stability 
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1971  CO.'.'CnESSTO:.'AL  DILLS  ON  DAIRY  PRtCr:  5';r-x^0P.T: 
HOU.'JE  0?  REPREGEMTATIVE3 


The  following  bills  are  substantially  identical  to  each  other: 


Date 

Bill 

Introduced 

Number 

SponsorCs) 

3/16/71 

H.R.6188 

S-nith  (D-Iowa) 
EU.Tiondson  (D-Okla) 
Hungate  (D-No) 
Roush  (D-Ind) 
Jones  (D-Tenn) 
Teague  (D-Tex) 
Steiger  (R-Wis) 
Burton  (D-Callf) 
Hamilton  (D-Ind) 
Griffin  (D-Wlss) 
Burleson  (D-Tex) 
Burlison  (D-Ho) 
Eraser  (D-Mlnn) 
Ullman  (D-Ore) 
Shipley  (D-Ill) 
Randall  (D-Mo) 
Price  (D-Ill) 
Kuykendall  (R-Tenn) 

3/17/71 

H.R.6248 

Roncalio  (D-Wyo) 

3/17/71 

H.ri.62'<9 

Smith  (D-Iowa) 

Purpose 

To  support  the  pric^ 
of  nanufacturlng 
milk  at  a  level  not 
more  than  90/5  nor 
less  than  85?  of  the 
parity  price  for  tha 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  nec- 
essary in  order-  to 
assure  adequate 
supply. 


Poage  (D-Tex) 
Fatman  (D-Tex) 
Sisk  (D-Tex) 
Obey  (D-V;is) 
Sikes  (D-Fla) 
Steed  (D-Okla) 
Culver  (D-Iov;a) 
Kyi  (R-Iowa) 
Bergland  (D-Minn) 
Abbitt  (D-Va) 
Abourezk  (D-S.Dak) 
Kastenmeier  (D-Wls) 
Fascell  (D-Fla) 
Broyhill  (R-N.C.) 

3/17/71     H.R.6250   Smith  (D-Iowa) 

Casey  (D-Tex) 
Hansen  (D-Vfash) 
Shriver  (R-Kan) 
Pickle  (D-Tex) 
Pry or  (D-Ark) 
Blanton  (D-Tenn) 
Flowers  (D-Ala) 
Fulton  (D-Tenn) 
Hammerschmidt  (R-Ark) 
Wright  (D-Tex) 
Aspin  (D-Wls) 
Thone  (R-tlebr) 
Daniel  (D-Va) 
Dorn  (D-S.C.) 
Fisher  (D-Tex) 
Edwards  (D-La) 
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Date 
Introduced 

3/17/71 


3/18/71 
3/18/71 
3/18/71 


3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 

3/23/71 


3/2  3/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 
3/23/71 


15 


Bill 
Number 


Sponsor (d ) 


H.R.6289      O'Konoki    (n-Wls) 


H.R. 61)12      Zwach    (R-Hlnn) 

H.R. 61(25      Harvey    (R-tlich) 

H.R. 641)3      Smith    (D-Iowa) 

Abernethy  (D-Mlss) 
Stubblefleld  (D-Ky) 
Purcell  (D-Tex) 
Matsunaga  (D-Hawail) 
Vigorlto  (D-Pa) 
Denholm  (D-S.Dak) 
Martin  (R-Hebr) 
Roberts  (D-Tex) 
Halpern  (R-N.Y.) 
Zablockl  (D-Wis) 
McFall  (D-Callf) 
Montgomery  (D-Hlss) 
Johnson  (D-Calif) 
Schwengel  (R-Iowa) 
Anderson  (D-Tenn) 
Watts  (D-Ky) 
Perkins  (D-Ky) 
Riegle  (R-Mich) 
Whltehurst  (R-Va) 

H.R. 6531*   Hull  (D-rio) 


H.R. 6553 
H.R. 6559 
H.R. 6619 

H.R. 6621 


H.R. 66 3 2 
H.R. 6635 
H.R. 66117 
H.H.6650 


Natcher    (D-Ky) 

Quillen    (R-Tenn) 

Gross  (R-Iowa) 
Scherle  (R-Iowa) 
King  (R-H.Y. ) 
Hall  (R-Mo) 

Jones  (D-M.C.) 
Preyer  (D-N'.C.) 
Henderson  (D-N.C.) 
Taylor  (D-M.C.) 
Lennon  (D-iJ.C.) 

Lons  (D-La) 

McMillan  (D-S.C.) 

Sebellus  (R-Kan) 

Stratton  (D-N.Y.) 


Purpose 


To  supp 

ort 

;  the  price 

of  manufac 
mtlk  at  a 
more  than 
less  than 

;turing 
level  not 
90;;  nor 
85f.  of  the 

parity  price  for  the 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 

decer.-ii 

nes  is  nec- 

essary 

in 

order  to 

assure 
supply . 

adequate 
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lo 


U.itc  Dill 

Incrocluccri      Number 


SponaorCo ) 


3/23/n 


3/24/71 
3/2V71 


3/2V71 
3/21/71 
3/25/71 
3/25/71 
3/25/71 


H.R.6657   Younf;  (D-Tcz) 


H.R.6683  Evans  (D-Colo) 

Asplnall  (D-Colo) 

H.R.669I   Hastings  (R-N.Y.) 

H.R.670I   Landrum  (D-Ga) 
Stephens  (D-Ga) 
Brinkley  (D-Ga) 
Stuckey  (D-Ga) 
Thompson  (R-Ga) 
Mathis  (D-Ga) 

H.R.6712  Thompson  (D-N.J.) 

H.R.6727  Nichols  (D-Ala) 

H.R.67I6  Andrews  (D-Ala) 

H.R.6753  Duncan  (R-Tenn) 

H.R.6785   Pryor  (D-Ark) 

Bingham  (D-N.Y.) 
Leggett  (D-Callf) 
Mahon  (D-Tex) 
Melcher  (D-Mont) 
Baker  (R-Tenn) 
Duncan  (R-Tenn) 
Myers  (R-Ind) 
Hlllis  (R-Ind) 
Hanley  (D-N.Y.) 
Galiflanakis  (D-N.C.) 
Brasco  (D-N.Y.) 
Collins  (D-Ill) 
Alexander  (D-Ark) 
Kee  (D-W.Va) 
Gallagher  (D-N.J.) 
Gonzalez  (D-Tex) 
Beglch  (D-Alaska) 
Kyros  (D-Maine) 


Purposq 

To  Gupport  the  price 
of  nanufacturlng 
milk  at  a  level  not 
more  than  905!  nor 
Ipss  than  85%  of  the 
parity  price  for  the 
marketing  year  1971- 
72,  as  the  Secretary 
deternines  Is  nec- 
essary In  order  to 
assure  adeq'iate 
supply . 


The  following  bills  are  identical: 
3/18/71     H.R.6357   Abbitt  (D-Va) 


3/22/71     H.n.6^j02   Thomson  (R-Wls) 


To  supoort  the  orice 
of  milic  at  90',  bf 
the  parity  price 
throuii:h  purchases 
of  milk  and  nilk 
products . 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by  ,-.■, 

House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

with  Mr.  Colson. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  you  meet  with  all  of  those  Individuals? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  was  present  at  those  meetings? 

Mr.  Nelson.   The  various  people. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Was  Mr.  Parr  generally  present  at  those  meet- 
ings? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Generally,  yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Mr.  Harrison? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Mr.  Hillings?  Was  Mr.  Hillings  present  at 
all  those  meetings? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Mr.  Hillings  may  have  been  present  one  time 
when  we  met  with  Secretary  Hardin,  I  don't  really  recall  that 
he  was,  but  I  don't  believe  he  was  ever  present  when  we  met 
with  any  of  these  other  people. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  at  these  meetings,  you  presented  various 
dates  to  them  with  respect  to  the  position  of  the  dairy  co-ops? 

Mr.  Nelson.   What  you  might  call,  mostly  un*nrltten  views 
Junreadable]  and  arguments,  and  also  some  written  papers  on  the  sub- 
ject. 


Mr.  Weltz.  And  did  you,  during  this  period  late  1970,  the 
first  several  months  of  1971,  mount  an  effort  or  organize  to 
obtain  Congressional  support? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes,  we  did. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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Mr.  Weltz.   How  did  you  go  about  doing  that? 
Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  the  Congressional  effort,  you  under- 
stand, wasn't  an  AMPI  effort  alone.   This  was  an  effort  that  I 
would  say  the  nearest  thing  to  what  you  might  call  at  least 
figuratively  speaking,  the  head  of  this  was  the  National  Milk 
Producers  Federation  which  enlisted  the  aid  of  its  ~  or 
attempted  to  enlist  the  aid  of  all  of  its  members. 

The  prime  movers  in  this  effort,  I  would  say,  were 
AMPI,  Mid-America,  and  Dairymen,  Inc.   Those  were  the  prime 
movers.   We  also  had,  as  I  recall,  one  prime  opponent  to  it, 
initially,  and  that  was  another  cooperative  Land-0-Lakes,  which 
is  legally  a  cooperative,  but  has  a  different  philosophical 
approach  to  the  whole  thing  than  these  other  marketing  groups. 
And  so  this  support  was  pretty  wide-spread  throughout  the 
United  States,  as  far  as  dairy  cooperatives  were  concerned. 

And  their  members,  or  representatives,  would  call  on  their 
respective  Congressmen  and  Senators  asking  them  to  co-author  a 
bill  setting  the  supports  at  90  percent. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Now  what  time  period  are  we  talking  about? 
The  first  decision  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  not  raising 
price  supports,  was  March  12.   Would  you  have  begun  this  effort 
let's  say  a  month  or  two  months  before  that  time? 
Mr.  Nelson.   I  would  say  at  least  that. 
Mr.  Weitz.   At  least  a  month  or  two  months? 
Mr.  Nelson.   At  least  that. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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Mr.  Weltz.   So  it  would  be  f^ir  to  say  that  throughout  the 
early  part  of  1971,  the  first  two  and  a  half,  three  months  of 
1971,  you  were  meeting  both  with  representatives  of  the  Adminis- 
tration, and  also  with  the  various  Congressmen  and  so  forth, 
to  obtain  their  support,  in  contacting  whoever  they  felt  was 
appropriate  in  order  to  try  to  obtain  an  increase,  and  also  to 
perhaps  solicit  their  support  for  a  bill  to  raise  the  support 

level?     \ 

Mr.  Nelspn.  You're  talking  about  "you",  you're  not  using 
the  personal  ptronoun.  you're  using  the  whole  collective  effort? 

Yes,  that's  right. 

Kr.  Weitz.  Was  it  contemplated,  let's  say,  in  February  or 
March  of  1971,  that  a  bill  would  be,  or  you  hoped,  would  be 
introduced  into  Congress  to  raise  the  support  level? 
Mr.  Nelson.   I  believe  it  was  before  that. 
Mr.  Weitz.   So  part  of  this  whole  strategy  was  both  to 
approach  the  Administration  pretty  much  from  the  outset  in  ob- 
taining an  Administrative  increase  if  possible,  but  also  to 
obtain  Congressional  support  and  possibly  Congressional  action? 
Mr.  Nelson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  you  communicate  your  information,  or  the 
fact  that  you  were  making  this  effort,  this  Congressional 
effort  to  anyone  in  the  administration? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  don't  recall  any  specific  communication, 
but  it  was  no  secret.  There  wasn't  anything  furtive  about  the 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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et 

u 


effort  with  Congress.   It  was  a  well-known,  well-publicized 

fact. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Let's  go  off  the  record. 
(Plscussion  off  the  record.) 
(A  brief  recess  was  taken.) 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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19. 3     GEORGE  SHULTZ  MEMORANDUM.  MARCH  4.    1971 
py       JTIVZ  OrFlCr.  OF  THE  PF.ZS'rSJ.T 

WASHINGTON,  C.C,    lOIOJ 


March  4,  1971     ■    fj^ 


i;iEMORAlTDU:-i  FOR  JCITSI   EHRLICH^'Al^ 

Re.  Tel=.'hone  Call  fr6:.  Wilbur  ^^^^l^"-^        . 
afternoon  re  price  supports  on  n^lk. 

.    •   =.-KA.it-*  the  situation  and  t6  push 
Ha  called  to  ^nquire^aboat  f^  ;i,5\^„^3  ^o  se<^  tha 
for  a  prompt  decision.  /'-  ^i^^^;4  .^^  ^^ubts  about 
support  price  raised  and  °^-?;  =  -'J^f.^;.^^i^  be  created 
.  the  estimates  ^f  e.coss  s   x,  tha^.ould^  ,,p,,tncnt 

XS:'o::::!;st^L::r;;e'p-du^tion  mcrcase  and 
under-estiroates  demand. 

Georqe  P.  Shultz 

001205 


# 
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THE    GENEF<AL    COUNSEL.  OF    THt    TP=.  ASURY 
WAS  H  I  NO    r  ON  .   O   C       a022O 


:NOV  2  7  1973 


L:     •Oan] 


>EMORANDUM  FOR:     KJaines  Hamilton 

Donald   G.    Sanders 


FROM:     • 
SUBJECT: 


^^QS 


Edward  C.  Schmults 

Information  Requested  on  November  21,  1973 


In  accordance  with  our  conversation  on  Wednesday,  November  21,  1973, 
the  following  sets  forth  certain  relevant  information  which  you  requested 
from  the  appointment  records  and  telephone  logs  of  Secretary  Shultz  for 
certain  dates  in  March,  1971: 

1.   The  telephone  log  for  Thursday,  March  4,  indicates  that 
Chairman  Mills  called  and  talked  with  Mr.  Shultz  at 
3:10  p.m.   As  you  requested,  attached  is  a  memorandum 
from  Mr.  Shultz  to  Mr ;  Ehrlichman,  dated  March  A,  1971, 
regarding  this  telephone  conversation.   Tne  telephone 
log  for  Monday,  March  8,  also  indicates  that  Mr.  Shultz 
was  called  by  Chairman  Mills  at  3:00  p.m.  Mr.  Shultz 
was  not  available  at  that  time  but  returned  Chairman 
Mills  call  later  in  the  afternoon.   Tne  appointment  log 
for  Thursday,  March  25,  indicates  that  Mr.  Shultz  was 
invited  to  attend  a  9:30  a.m.  meeting  with  Chairman 
Mills  and  Mr.  Ehrlichman.   It  is  possible  that 
Mr.  Gifford  also  attended. 

The  telephone  log  for  the  morning  of  Wednesday,  March  10, 
indicates  a  telephone  conversation,  initiated  by  Speaker 
Albert,  between  the  Speaker  and  Mr.  Shultz  took  place. 

The  appointment  log  sets  forth  the  following  references 
to  meetings  on  March  19  and  23  regarding  the  milk  pricj 
support  matter: 

(a)   Friday,  March  19  —  4:00  p.m.  meeting  at 

Mr.  Ehrlichman's  office  "re  milk  price  supports" 
with  Messrs.  Ehrlichman,  Hardin,  Whitaker,  Cashen, 
MacGregor  or  Timmins ,  and  Rice. 
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Cb)   Tuesday,  March.  23  —  10:30  a.m.  meeting  with 
the  "President  w/Associated  Milk  Producers, 
Inc.,  Cabinet  Pv.oom." 

(c)   Tuesday,  March  23  —  4:45  p.m.  meeting  with  the 
"President  (re  Milk  Prices)  w/Rice." 

4.  The  telephone  log  for  Wednesday,  March  24,  indicated  that 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Campbell  tried  to  call 
Mr.  Shultz  at  8:25  a.m.   The  call  was  completed  at  9:55 
a.m. 

5.  On  Thursday  evening,  March  25,  Mr;  Shultz  attended  a 
reception  given  by  the  Arkansas  Bankers  Association  in 
honor  of  the  Arkansas  Congressional  Delegation  in  the 
Monticello  Room  of  the  Madison  Hotel. 

6.  Other  than  a  note  indicating  an  invitation  on  Monday, 
March  22,  from  Mr.  Haldeman  to  Mr.  Shultz  and  his  family 
to  attend  a  film  showing  in  the  White  House  theater  on 
March  23,  the  appointment  records  and  telephone  logs  do 
not  indicate  any  cpntacts  between  Mr.  Haldeman  and 

Mr.  Shultz  during  the  period  March  19  to  March  25,  1971, 
inclusive. 

7.  Attached  are  newspaper  articles  appearing  on  April  5,  1971, 
December  22,  1971,  and  May  18,  19  and  23,  1973. 


Attachments 
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THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
Washington 

March  5,  1971 

MEMORANDUM  FOR:  JOHN  EHRLICHMAN 

GEORGE  SHULTZ 

FROM:  CLARK  MacGREGOR 

SUBJECT:  Dairy  Price  Supports 

Senator  Jack  Miller  (R-Iowa) ,  the  ranking  Minority  member  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  participated  in  a  Roosevelt  Room 
discussion  at  10:00  a.m.  this  morning  on  the  President's  special  revenue 
sharing  proposal  for  rural  development.  I  sat  next  to  him.  The  following 
three  memos  passed  between  us,  with  Jack  Miller  initiating  the  action: 

I)  1.   "Clark:   It  would  be  a  political  mistake  to  do  nothing 
(re:  the  dairy  price  support  question)  this  year  and 
then  do  something  in  1972  —  an  election  year.  The 
dairy  organizations  would  see  through  this,  and  so 
would  the  Democrats,  and  they  would  make  hay  by 
calling  attention  to  the  Administration  playing  politics 
with  the  dairy  farmer. 

2.  "Better  to  do  something  this  year  and  something  in 
1972  (though  less  in  1972  than  would  be  the  case  if 
nothing  done  in  1971). 

3.  "Drop  in  parity  price  support  from  85%  to  81%  represents 
cost-price  squeeze  which  we  ought  to  try  to  handle  —  at 
the  very  least  take  action  to  prevent  further  drop  in  the 
parity  ratio  over  next  12  months.   Jack  Miller" 

II)   "Jack:   Do  you  recommend  that  the  President  and  Cliff  Hardin 
annoimce  that  on  April  1st  the  support  price  will  be  81%  of 
parity?     Clark" 


indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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Memorandum  for:  John  Ehrlichman  and  George  Shultz 

March  5,  1971 

III)  "Clark;   82%  would  sound  better.  Those  working  for  90% 

don't  expect  it.  Many  of  them  fall  back  to  85%  (like  they 
got  last  year)  ~  but  they  should  know  that  this  costs  $100 
million  more  to  the  government.   So  some  of  them  have 
suggested  at  rock  bottom  holding  prices  so  that  there  vri.ll 
not  be  further  deterioration  in  parity.  Jack  Miller 


cc:  Don  Rice 

Pete  Peterson 
John  Whitaker 
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THE  white:  house 

WASH  INCTON 

March  5,    19"  1 


:2-r 


MEMORANDUM  I'OIl: 


JOHN  EIIRI.lCHXtAN 
GEORGi-:  SiiULTZ 

CLARK  MacGREGOR<:C/'0 

Dairy  Price  Supports 


FROM: 
SUBJECT: 

Senator  Jack  Miller  (R-Iowa),   th.  ranking  Minority  ^^^^^  °^^:;^^^;!., 
Coi'-rr^^—  on  -\  "^  cv.l"-irc  and  Forestry,  parricipatea  m  a  Roosc%elt  Roon. 
d^;^;^n  at  10:;^0  .. :..   this  zucrnins  on  the  President- s  special  revenue 
^narin--  proposal  for  rural  develop:nent.     I  sat  nc:ct  to  h^.      .ne  zoUowxag 
;hree  memo's  passed  bc^/een  us.   with  Jack  MUlcr  in.t.atxng  tnc  action: 


I)       1. 


"Clark:    It  v.o'-ld  be  a  political  TT-.istakc  to  do  nothing 
(r'TlTc  dairv  oricc  suT3:)orr  cuesuon)  this  year  anci 
then  do  somcchin-  in  1972  -  an  election  year.     The 
dairy  organizations  vvould  see  through  tnis,   and  so 

calling  attention  :3  the  Ad-.Lnistration  playing  politics 
with  the  dairy  farmer. 

2.  "Better  to  do  soT^rthin?  this  year  a:id  something  in 

1972  (though  loss  in  1972  :han  v/ouid  bs  the  case  i£ 
nothing  done  in  1971). 

3.  -Drop  in  parity  oricc  support  from -35-0  to  81?,  represents 

cost-price  sax:eei:c  v.hich  \-:e  ought  to  try  to  hanulc  --  at 
the  very  least  take  action  ro  prevent  further  drop  in  the 
parity- ratio  over  next, 12  naonths.     Jack  Nlillor" 


U)        "Jack:     Do  you  rcccmmend  that  the  President  and  Cliff  Hardin. 
liTnouncc  that  or,  April  1st  the  support  price  will  be  Sl'-.o  of 
parity? 


Clark'^ 
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19. 5     CLARK  MaaGREGOR  MEMORANDUM,  MARCH  5,    1971,    U2 


.c  2 


,/,  ,Mioru.:idu:n  for:     Jor.;i  i".ii  i  !  ichrr.i.-  ar.d  George  Sr.ultrz 
'^t.arch  5.    1971 


III)        "Clar!::     SZ"-,  v.o-.i  !     >y—.'l  bitter.      Those  v.orking  for  90% 
don't  cr.-pcct  it.     :.:.•;•,-  of  :r.crr.  f3.ll  bac'-:  tr.  35".'i  (like  they 
got  last  yoai)  --   ■■■■A  tr.c-y  should  "r^r.ov.-  tha.  ir.is  costs  SlOO 
million  r.-.ore  70  :;    ■  •..ovc-rr-mer.t.     So  sorr.e  of  them  have 
suggested  c.t  rod.  !i.'..tcm  holcir.z  prices  =0  that  there  will 
not  be  further  deu  r-.orativT.  in.  parir/.         .~3.ck  Miller" 


ice:    Don  Rice 

Pete  Peterson 
tXTohn  Whitaker 


001213 


% 


(347) 


19.6     BILL  GIFFORD  MEMORANDUM.  MARCH  9.   1971 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
Washington 

March  9,  1971 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  DIRECTOR 


Hyde  Murray  has  recommended  that  the  Administration 
maintain  the  status  quo  with  respect  to  dairy  price 
supports.  He  is  supported  in  this  view  by  other 
House  Republican  staffers  who  are  less  informed  on 
the  subject. 

They  suggest  that  if  the  Administration  agrees  to 
the  suggestions  of  the  House  Democratic  leadership 
that  price  supports  be  increased  there  could  be 
very  much  increased  dairy  surpluses  during  the 
election  year.  This  would  create  a  difficult 
political  issue. 

Hyde  Murray  makes  this  recommendation  with  which  I 
concur : 

1.  Do  not  increase  price  supports. 

2.  Refer  the  question  of  cheese  imports  to  the 
Tariff  Commission. 

3.  Announce  the  purchase  of  cheese  for  school 
lunch  programs. 

Following  this  recommendation  would  put  the  Administra- 
tion in  the  best  position  during  the  coming  election 
year . 


Bill  Gifford 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
H9u^e  ^ud4,c4.ary  Cpmmittee  gtaff 
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19. 6     BILL  GIFFORD  MEMORANDUM.  MARCH  9.   1971  < 


T  H  £1  W  H  :  T  EI  H  O  'J  5  £1 


001222 

HEr-ionj^::Du:i  roii  the  dikuctor 

IlydG  Murrav  has  rcccr^Aonccd  that  the  Administration 
ir.aintain  the  stacus  ci^^c  v.-ith  respect  to  dairy  price 
suoports.   He  is  suonortid  in  this  view  by  otncr 
House  Republican  staffers  who  arc  less  informed  on 
the  subJGct- 

Th--  surgei^t  thac  if  the  J.cMinistration  agrees  to 
the'sugacstions  of  the  Kcusc  Democratic  leadership 
that  price  suocorts  be  ir.cror.sad  there  could  be 
verv  much  increased  dairy  surpluses  during  the 
election  ycnr.   This  v.-ould  create  a  difficult 
political  issue. 

nvue  i-iurrciv  ma.<es  tnis  r-ro:r,nftnr:ar.ion  V7i  r.n  yats^rt^ 
concur : 

1.  Do  not  increase  price  supports. . 

2.  Refer  the  question  of  cheese  imports  to  the 
Tariff  Co:r--ussicn. 

3.  Announce  the  purchase  of .  cheese  for  school 
lunch  protj rams - 

Following-  this  reccr.-cnc-tion- '..-culd-  put  the  Adminis'tra- 
tion  in  the  best  positicr.  during  the  coming  election 
year. 
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19.  7     BOVSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  THE  U.S.D.A.    IN  FEBRUARY  AND 
MARCH.    1971  


Members  of  Congress  v.-ho  ^srrote  or  sent  telegrauns  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  February  and  March,    1971, 
urging  the  price  support  level  be  established  at  the  legal 
maximum   --    30%  of   parity. (Compiled  by  House  Judiciary  Committee 
staff  from  documents  received  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture.) 


Representatives 

Abbitt  (D-Va. ) 
Abourezk  (D-S.   Dak. ) 
Anderson  (R-Ill. ) 
Anderson  (D-Tenn. ) 
Aspin  (D-Wis. ) 
Berg land  (D-Minn. ) 
Bevill  (D-Ala. ) 
Brinkley  ( D-Ga. ) 
Burleson  (D-Tex. ) 
Burlison  (D-Mo. ) 
Byrnes  (R-V;is. )    . 
Caffery^^  (D-La.  ) 
Cleveland  (R-N'.    H. ) 
Culver  (D-Io. ) 
Dow  (D-M.   Y. ) 
Edmonston  (D-Okla. ) 
Edv;ards  (D-Ca. ) 
Evins  (D-Tenn. ) 
Forsythe  (R-N.   J. ) 
Galifianakis  (D-M.    C.) 
Gcn::alc.-   (D-Tcx.  ) 
Griffin  (D-Miss. ) 
Gross  (R-Io. ) 


3/10/71  (telegram) 

3/0^/71 

3/04/71 

3/01/71 

3/05/71 

3/04/71 

3/12/71 

3/03/71 

3/16/71 

3/01/71 

3/03/71 

3/12/71 

3/09/71 

3/02/71 

3/15/71  (telegram) 

3/03/71 

3/09/71 

3/10/71 

3/08/71 

3/12/71 

3/1./ 71 

2/25/71  (tolegrc-'jn) 

3/05/71   (telejr-rO 
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19   7     BOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  THE  U.S.D.A.   IN  FEBRUARY  AND 
MARCH.    1971 


Han ley  (D-N.   Y. ) 
Harvey  (R-Hich.  ) 
Hastings  (R-N.   Y. ) 
Hillis  (R-Ind. ) 
Horton  (R-N.   Y. ) 
Hull  (D-Mo. ) 
Jones  (D-Ala.) 
Kastenmeier  (D-Vtts.) 
Kazen  (D-Tex. ) 
King  (R-N.   Y. ) 
Long  (D-La. ) 
Mann  (D-S.    C. ) 
Martin  (R-Neb. ) 
Mathis  (D-Ga. ) 
Mazzoli  (D-Ky. ) 
Myers  (R-Ind. ) 
Nichols  (D-Ala. ) 
Obey  (D-VJis. ) 
O'Konski  (R-Wis. ) 
Patman  (D-Tex. ) 
Pickle  (D-Tex. ) 
Preyer  (D-N.    C. ) 
Price  (R-Tex.  ) 
Pryor  (D-Ark. ) 
Purcoll   (D-Tex.) 
Rarick  (D-La. ) 


3/09/71 

3/17/71 

3/10/71 

2/26/71 

3/15/71 

3/01/71 

3/11/71 

1/29/71 

3/04/71 

3/04/71 

3/02/71 

3/1V71 

3/10/71 

3/03/71  (telegraia) 

3/11/71 

3/04/71 

3/12/71 

3/10/71,    3/30/71 

2/24/71 

3/02/71,  3/09/71 

3/08/71 

3/12/71 

3/08/7X 

2/25/71 

3/10/71 

3/CZ/71 
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19. 7     HOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
COKGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  TBE  U.S.D.A.    IN  FEBRUARY  AND 
MARCH.    1971 


Robinson  (R-Va.  ) 
Roy  (D-Kan. ) 
Schneebeli   (R-Pa. ) 
Sebelius  (R-Kan. ) 
Shriver  (R-Kan. ) 
Sisk  (D-Calif.) 
Spence  (R-S.    C.  ) 
Steed  (D-Okla.) 
Steiger  (R-V;is. ) 
Stratton  (D-  N.   Y.  ) 
Stubblefield  (D-Ky. ) 
Taylor  (D-  N.    C.) 
Terry  (R-  N.   Y. ) 
Thompson  (D  -  N.    J.  ) 
Thomson  (R-V/is.  ) 
Vigorito  (D-Pa.) 
Watts  (D-Ky.) 
Winn  (R-Kan. ) 


3/04/71 

3/16/71 

3/10/71 

3/03/71 

2/25/71  (telegram) 

3/03/71 

3/16/71 

3/01/71 

2/24/71 

3/04/71 

3/06/71 

3/12/71 

3/16/71 

3/05/71 

2/01/71 

3/08/71 

3/10/71 

2/25/71 


Senators 


Baker  (R-Tenn.  ) 
Bellman  (R-Okla.) 
Bentsen  (D-Tex.  ) 
Dominick  (R-Col.  ) 
Eagleton  (D-Mo.  ) 
Ervin  (U-ii.  C.  ) 


3/01/71 
3/03/71 
2/25/71 

2/25/71 
2/25/71 


-^.■"?-m) 
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ia.7     BOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBEBSiOE, 
CONGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  THE  U.S.D.A.   IH  FEBRUARY  AND 
MARCH.    1971 

-  4  - 


Fulbright  (D-Ark. ) 
Harris  (D-Okla.) 
Hartke  (D-Ind. ) 
Hughes  (D-Io. ) 
Jordan  (R-Ind. ) 
Jordan  (D-N.  C) 
Long  (D-La. ) 
McGovem  (D-S.  D.  ) 
•  Mundt  (R-  S.  D. ) 
Packwood  (R-Ore. ) 
Proxmire  (D-v;is. ) 
Spong  (D-Va. ) 
Symington  (D-Mc.) 
Young  (R-  N.  D. ) 


3/03/71 
2/26/71 
.  3/09/71 
2/26/71 
3/09/71 

3/11/71  (joint  telegra-n) 
3/02/71 
3/05/71 
3/05/71 
2/23/71 
2/25/71 
3/03/71 
3/10/71 
3/03/71 
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II. 


19.  7     HOVSE  JUDICIARl  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  THE  UV.S.D.A.    IN  FEBRUARY 
AND  MARCH,    1971 


Members  of  Congress  v;ho  contacted  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
asking  that  their  constituent  requests  be  given   fair  and  full 
consideration  or  seeking  information  on  the  Department  of 
Agriculture's  position. 


Representatives 


/ 


Andrews  (D-Ala. ) 
Archer  (D-Tex. ) 
Belcher  (R-Okla. ) 
Blester  (R-Pa.  ) 
Brademas  (D-Ind.) 
Brooks  (D-Tex. ) 
Brown  (R-Ohio) 
Broyhill  (R-  N.  C. ) 
Camp  (R-Okla.) 
Chamberlain  (R-Mch. ) 
Crane  (R-Ill. ) 

duPont  (R-Del. ) 

Hansen  (R-Id. ) 

Harvey  (R-Mich.  ) 

Holifield  (R-Cal.  ) 

Hungate  (D-Mo.  ) 

Landgrebe  (R-Ind.) 

Lujan  (R-N.  M.  ) 

McMillian  (D-  S.  C. ) 
(defeated  in  primary) 

Ouio  (Js-Minn.  ) 

Railsback  (R-Ill.  ) 


3/15/71 

3/01/71 

3/19/71  (telephone) 

3/10/71    ^ 

3/02/71 

3/01/71 

3/1V71 

3/11/71 

3/05/71 

3/23/71 

4/15/71  (3/22/71  letter 
enclosed) 

3/14/71 

3/10/71 

3/03/71 

3/08/71 

3/03/71 

3/19/71 

3/03/71 

3/03/71 

3/0 3/ 7 ^ 
3/03/71,  3/0S/71 
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19.7     HOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  THE  U.S.D.A.    IN  FEBRUARY  AND 
MARCH,    1971 _^__ 


Schwengel  (R-Iov;a) 
Scott   (R-Va.) 
Smith  (R-M.    Y. ) 
Veysey  (R-Cal. ) 
VIblte  (D-Tex.  ) 
Zablocld.   (D-Wis.) 


2/04/71 
3/11/71 

3/17/71 

/ 
3/03/71 

3/02/71 

2/24/71 


Senators 

Allen  (D-Ala.) 
Anderson  (D-N.   M. ) 
Baker  (R-Tenn. ) 
Buckley  (R-  N.   Y. ) 
Byrd  (D-  W.    Va. ) 
Church  (D-Id. ) 
Ellender  (D-La.) 
Gambrell  (D-Ga. ) 
Griffin  (R-Mich. ) 
Hart   (D-Mich. ) 
Hruska  (R-Hebr. ) 
Jordan  (D-  N.   C. ) 
Miller  (R-Ia.) 
Saxbe  (R-Ohio) 
Sch.veicker  (R-Pa.  ) 
Stevenson  (D-Ill. ) 
Thurmond   (R-S.    C.  ) 


3/15/71 

3/02/71 

3/17/71 

5/18/71  for  3/1/71  letter 

3/05/71 

3/22/71 

3/01/71 

3/02/71 

3/17/71 

3/08/71,    3/31/71 

3/04/71 

2/26/71 

3/01/71 

3/09/71 

4/06/71 

4/07/71 

2/25/71 
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19,7     HOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS  WHO  CONTACTED  THE  U.S.D.A.    IN  FEBRUARY  AND 
MARCH.    1971 

-  7  - 


III.      Members  of  Congress  v;ho  contacted  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
urging  that  the  dairy  price  support  levels  be  raised  to  85%  of 
parity  or  at  least  reflect  inflationary  price  increases. 


Representatives 


/ 


Denholm  (D-S.  D.  ) 
Hanna  (D-Cal.  ) 
Landgrebe  (R-Ind.) 
HcClory  (R-IH-  ) 
Nelson  (D-Minn. ) 
Pirnie  (R-N.  Y. ) 
Rousch  (D-Ind. ) 
Zv;ach  ( D-Minn. ) 


3/11/71  (telegram) 

3/16/71 

3/09/71 

3/11/71 

3/09/71 

3/24/71 

3/08/71 

3/03/71 


Senators 


Brock  (R-Tenn. ) 
Burdick  (D-N.  D. ) 


3/25/71 

-=^      3/10/71  (telegram) 


(356) 


IV. 


19.  7     BOUSE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  STAFF  LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS  mo  CONTACTED  TBE  U.S.D.A.    IN  FEBRUARY  AND 

MARCB.    1971 

1    

Members  of  Congress  v;ho  contacted  menibers  of  the  V/hite  House 
staff  by  letter,  telephone,  or  in  person  urging  an  increase 
in  the  price  support  level. 


A.   Representatives 

Albert  ( D-Okla. ) 
Blanton  (D-Tenn. ) 
Belcher  (R-Okla. ) 
Duncan  (R-Tenn. ) 
Griffin  (R-Mich. ) 
Jones  (D-Tenn.) 
Mills  (D-Ark. ) 

Thompson  (R-Ga. ) 


/ 

I 

3/04/71  and  later  contact 

3/03/71 

prior  to  3/22/71 

3/03/71 

3/11/71 

2/26/71 

3/04/71  (telephone  &  later 
contact) 

3/03/71 


B.   Senators 


Miller  (R-Ia.) 


3/09/71 
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20.     On  or  about  March  3,  1971  the  Department  of  Agriculture  concluded 
that  an  increase  in  milk  price  supports  above  the  then  current  level  of 
$4.66  per  hundredweight  (cwt)  (approximately  79%  of  parity)  was  not 
economically  justified  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of  milk.   Between 
March  3,  1971  and  March  12,  1971  the  President,  Ehrlichman,  Ehrlichman's 
assistant  for  agricultural  matters  John  Whitaker,  Counsel  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  Congressional  Relations  Clark  MacGregqr ,  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  Director  George  Shultz,  and  other  White  House,  0MB,  and 
Council  of  Economic  Advisors  officials  discussed  the  Department  of 
Agriculture's  decision.   On  March  10,  1971  Colson  sent  Ehrlichman  a 
memorandum  stating  that  because  of  the  obvious  political  support  they 
had  discussejd,  affirmative  action  should  be  taken  on  certain  cheese 
imports  in  order  to  counteract  the  effect  of  the  parity  level  announcement 


Page 

20.1  Memorandum  from  Gary  Seevers  to  Paul  McCracken 
and  Hendrik  S.  Houthakker,  March  2,  ''>71  (received 

from  ^^Jhite  House)  .  361 

20.2  Memorandum  from  Donald  Rice  to  George  Schultz  and 
John  Ehrlichman,  March  4,  1971  with  routing  memo- 
randum (received  from  l^fhite  House) 365 

20.3  Memorandum  from  Clark  MacGregor  to  John  Ehrlichman 
and  George  Shultz,  March  5,  1971  (received  from 

White  House) ^^° 

20.4  Memorandum  from  Donald  Rice  to  George  Shultz, 

March  5,  1971  (received  from  liAiite  House) 371 

20.5  Memorandum  from  "JCW"  [John  UliitakerJ  to  "JE"  [John 
Ehrlichman]  March  5,  1971  (received  from  l-Jhite  House).  379 

20.6  Memorandum  from  Charles  Colson  to  John  Ehrlichman, 
with  note  to  "C"  [Colson],  March  10,  1971  (received 
from  White  House) 

(359) 
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20.7   Memorandum  from  George  Shultz  to  the  staff  secretary, 

March  20,  1971  (received  from  White  House) 384 
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20.1     GARY  SEEVERS  MEMORANDUM,   MARCH  3,    1971 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


Mr.  McCracken  &  Mr.  Houthakker  3/3/71 

Gary  Seevers 

Dairy  Price  Support 

This  is  Dairy  Week  in  Washington! 

The  prime  issue  today  is  the  price  support  level  for  manufacturing 
milk.   The  Department  of  Agriculture  phoned  this  morning  and  said  they 
were  sending  materials  to  CEA-OMB  that  recommended  the  same 
support  level  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  April  1.  1971  as  the  present 
year.   They  are  also  recommending  a  lower  support  for  butter,  offset 
by  a  higher  support  for  nonfat  dry  milk,  in  order  to  bring  relative  prices 
of  the  supported  dairy  products  more  in  line  with  their  market  demands. 

Agriculture  wants  to  make  an  announcement  later  today.  Their 
reason  for  not  following  the  10-day  rule  is  that  this  particular  issue  is 
so  politically-charged  that  even  to  circulate  papers  and  allow  them  to 
"ferment"  would  generate  intense  political  pressure.  After  participating 
in  the  cheese  import  issue  which  is  subject  to  the  same  political  forces,  I 
agree  with  Agriculture's  strategy. 

Should  we  support  Agriculture's  Recommendation 

The  dairy  support  level  has  been  raised  as  follows  in  recent  years: 

$  per  100  lbs.    Percent  of  Parity* 

1965  $3.24  75 

1966 


1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 


4.00  89 

4.00  87 

4.28  89 

4.28  83 

4.66  85 


1971  (recommendation)         4.66  80 

*Legal  range:  75-90  percent 

There  is  no  economic  case  for  raising  the  support  in  1971.   Dairy 
production  is  rising  in  response  to  higher  prices  while  consumption  is 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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20. 1     GARY  SEEVERS  MEMORASDUM^  MARCH  3.    1971 

Indistinct  document  retvnoH  k^ 
House  Judir^^rTcgLf?^^^^.^?^ 


lagging;  the  Conmodlty  Credit  Corporation  is  purchasing  more  dairy 
products  to  support  prices  and  the  high  domestic  prices  have  encouraged 
Imports  to  grow  despite  the  restrictive  quotas  on  many  tjrpes  of  dairy  imports. 

While  it  would  be  consistent  with  the  Council's  position  on  agricultural 
policy  to  advocate  a  lower  price  support,  the  best  that  can  be  hoped  for  In 
this  situation  Is  to  hold  the  line.   If  the  support  price  is  raised,  it  will  be 
directly  reflected  in  consumer  prices  for  dairy  products  after  April  1. 

Courses  of  Action 

1.  Refuse  to  respond  on  such  short  notice. 

2.  Respond  directly  to  Agriculture  (probably  call  Secretary  Hardin). 

3.  Respond  to  0MB  (probably  call  Shultz  who  is  directly  involved 

In  this  Issue  and  give  him  our  position  or  ask  to  participate  in 
the  final  decision) . 

I  would  recommend  that  we  Join  Agriculture  and  0MB  (I  believe  they 
will  agree  on  $4.66)  on  this  issue.  A  unified  position  by  the  three  agencies 
could  have  a  chance  to  offset  the  political  pressure  for  raising  the  support 
price. 


cc:  HS 
SJ 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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20. 1     GAR7  SEEVERS  MEMORANDUM.  MARCH  3.    1971 


Mr.  McCrackca  U  Mr,  HouibaJ-J;cr  .     3/3/7L  . 

Gary  Scavero 

Dairy  Price  Support  ^  — ^ 

001071 

Thia  is  Dairy  T/cek  la  V/ashingtoa! 

The  prime  issue  tcx^ay  is  the  price  support  level  for  mjuiufjacturlng 
znlllc     The  Department  oi  Agriculture  phoned  thia  tnomisg  aadjcaid  thc^ 
were  sending  niatcriais  to  CilA-CI^B  that  recommeaded  the  scmo 
oupport  level  for  tlie  naarkctins  year  bcginnias  April  1,   1V71  as^the  presaat. 
year.     They  are  also  rcconiineadin«  a  lower  support  for  batter, 'oiroct 
by  a  higher  support  for  aoru'at  dry  rallli,  ia  order  to  briag  relative  prices 
of  the  supported  dairy  products  luore  in  liao  with  their  niarket  demaad:. 

Agriculture  v/ants  to  malco  ca  announcemeat  later  today,    TJ^clr- 
rep.ooa  for  aot  follov/iao;  the  lO-day  rule  is  tiizt  this  par  tic  ul2.r  issue  Is 
so  politically-charged  that  cvca  to  circulate  papers  and  aiiow  thcaa  to 
"Xermcnt"  would  £:eacrat2  intense  pcliticr.1  pressure.    Alter  participaiiaf 
la  the  cheese  import  issue  which  is  subject  to  the  caaic  poiittcAl: larccs,  I 
sgrcc  with  Agriculture's  strategy.  — 

Should  v/e  support  Acrieultura'n  Rccommcndattcn 

The  dairy  support  level  has  been  raised  as  fcUov/a  la  receat  Tcarst 

$  per  100  lbs.       Percent  of  Paritv» 

1965  $3.24  75 

1966  4. 00  89 
1S67    .                                                  4.00  S7 

1968  4.23  C9 

1969  4.2S  83 

1970  4.66  85 

1971  {rccommcndc-.tioa)  4.66  SO 

*I^gal  ran^c:    75-90  percent 

Tlicrc  la  no  economic  cnic  for  ralsii^^  the  svtppcrc  iu  1971.     Diiry 
production  is  rising  is^  rcntjonse  Jo  higher  prices  while  coasumpt-lca  is 
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la£gin-;  the, Commodity  Credit  Corporation  la  purchasian  more  dairy 
producto  to  aupporc  prices  and  Uie  hi^h  domestic  prices  have  e.iccurar>ed 
in:portG  to  grow  despite  the  reotrictivc  quotas  on  many  types  of  dairy^import: 

V.'hile  it  would  be  consistent  with  the  Council's  positioa  on  anricxiilural 
policy  to  advocate  a  lower  price  oupport,  the  bcsc  that  cau  be-^iopcd  for  itx 
this^cituatioa.  is  to  hold  the  line.     If  the  support  price  is  raised,  it  will  bo 
directly  reflected  ia  consumer  pricea  for  dairy  products  alter  April  1« 

Courne.ofActioa  001072 

1.  Refuse  to  recpoad  oa  such  short  aotico. 

2.  Respond  directly  to  Asriculturc  (probably  call  Secretaxri*  Hamia; 

3.  Respond  to  OMB  (probably  call  Shultz  who  is  directly  lavolvcd 
in  this  i83uc  and  givehLm  our  position  or  a^k  to  participate  la 
the  final  decioloa). 

I  would  recommend  that  we  Join  Agriculture  and  OMB  (I  bciievc  tney 
will  a-;rec  ca  $4.  66)  on  thic  issue.     A  unified  position  by  the  three  agencies 
could  have  a  chance  to  offset  the  political  pressure  for  raiaias  the  cupport 
price. 


cc:   H3 
s         SJ 
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ECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  Pn-.-tOENT 


a 


OPIICE  OF  MArs'AGtMilNT  Af:0  CUUCCT 

WASHINGTON.  O  C.    ZOSUi 


March  4,  1971 

MEMORAKDU:-!  FOR  MR.  SIIULTZ 

MR.  EaRLICHI-l/'vN 

SUBJECT:   Decisions  on  Dairy  Problems 

Dairy  interests  are  pressuring  the  Adjainistration  for 
action  on  three  related  issues.  To  a  certain  extent,  we 
have  been  treating  these  questions  separately.  They  should 
be  decided  as  a  package. 

The  three  issues  are: 

--  do  we  restrict  imports  of  cheeses  above  47* 

per  pound  (price-break  cheese) ; 

~  do  we  raise  the  price  support  level  for  milk 
rkQl'^QV         from  §4.66  to  $5.05  per  hundredweight; 

--do  we  have  Agriculture  purchase  large 

quantities  of  cheese  for  the  school  lunch 
and  commodity  distribution  programs. 

These  three  issues  are  related  because  an  increase  in  the 
support  price  would  mean  higher  prices  and  larger  pro- 
duction v/hich  could  only  be  sustained  through  increased 
Government  purchases  and  import  controls  on  foreign 
supply.  Alternatively,  we  could  think  about  the  inter- 
relationships in  reverse  sequence.  Controlling  imports 
(supply)  and  increasing  purchases  (demand)  will  increase 
market  prices  v/hich  in  turn  would  allow  dairy  interests 
to  argue  that  support  prices  could  be  increased  without 
increasing  budget  costs.  Thus,  raising  the  milk  price 
support  level  aggravates  the  cheese  import  problem.   Indeed, 
cheese  import  problems  have  already  been  exacerbated  by 
last  year's  price  support  increase.   Even  so,  imports  of 
dairy  products  recsusnrif-  ^   t«»t-«/  email  proportion  of  dairy 
business  in  the  U.b.  ccmi>wr'.;u  vu  u-iny  other  sectors  of 
our  cconoT.y. 
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$4.65 

$5.05 

spt.  price 

sot,  ori 

6.5 

7.8 

$390 

$500+ 

20.2     DOMLD  RICE  MEMORANDUM,   MARCH  4.    1971 

2 

If  v:c  accede  to  the  daiiy  interests  on  these  three 
■-Jlssucs,  the  result  './ould  be  higher  budget  costs,  increasoj]_ 
production  and  surpluses  oC  nirr:  products  (see  table)  .  Hoy.t. 
year  at  this  tine  the  President  v/ould  surely  be  faced  v/ith  a 
choice  betv/een  even  larger  surpluses  or  a  decrease  in  the 
support  price,  an  unhappy  choice  in  an  election  year.   In 
addition,  such  a  con:'Dination  of  actions  v/ould  ntost  likely 
lead  to  retaliation  against  U.S.  agricultural  exports. 
This  could  bring  Icv/er  farm  income  and  larger  surpluses 
in  non-dairy  comnodities  as  well. 

FY71  FY72 

$4.66 
spt.  price 

CCC  purchases        6.7 

Cbil.  lbs.) 
Budget  costs        $380 

(mil  $) 

OOl'-^O^  Budget  Proposed  Budget  Proposed 

Cost  of  cheese   -      §10  —      $39 

purchases  "        - 

Dairy  farm  income  is  now  at  an  all-time  high  of  $6.5 
billion  and  is  projected  to  rise  to  $6.6  billion  next  year 
-with  no  change  in  the  milk  price  supoori:  level.   Last  year's 
price  support  increase  was  the  largest  ever  (budget  cost  of 
$100  million  per  year)  .   Further  increases  this  year  would 
not  only  lead  to  surpluses  and  an  unhappy  political  choice 
next  year,  but  would  be  inflationary  and  Probably  not  even 
be  in  the  dairymen's  best  interest  when  the  need  to  develop 
export  and  domestic  markets  is  taken  into  account.   Dairy 
interests  are  by  no  means  of  one  mind  on  these  issues. 
Some  believe  a  price  increase  now  would  greatly  depress 
demand  for  products  for  which  substitutes  exist.   For 
example,  I  understand  Rep.  Quic  (a  dairy  farmer  himself) 
strongly  opposes  an  increase  in  the  price  support  level  at 
this  tine. 
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The  proposed  cheose  purchases  v/ould  increase  budget 
Vosts  by  $10  million  in  I^'  71  and  $39  million  in  rr   72  (fc-r^- 
tablc)  .   Agricul  u'.irc  (bclJ.cving  the  Vfnite  House  v/antcd  it) 
has  already  announced  that  $G  million  (unbud-geted)  v.-crth  of 
clieesc  v.'ould  be  distributed  in  Ff  71.   This  v/ill  be  the 
first  distribution  of  cliecr.e  for  the  school  lunch  prcgrani 
in  16  months.   All  cheese  purchased  through  the  price  support 
program  has  been  distributed  to  needy  families.   The  states 
have  purcliased  large  quantities  of  cheese  for  school  liir-ches. 
The  amount  pro?o<;ed  for  federal  purchase  in  FY  72  (urJjudgeted) 
is  about  double  v.-hat  the  states  have  been  buying. 

Secretary  Hardin  strongly  urges  holding  the  line  on  tha 
price  support  level.  Ha  v/ants  to  announce  this  position  as 
soon  as  possible  but  v/ants  Presidential  approval  first.   He 
also  proposes  simultaneously  announcing  the  purchase  of 
cheese  for  the  school  lunch  program  and  an  intent  to  purchase 
"siibstantial  quantities"  in  the  future.   He  clearly  feels 
vmder  pressure,  partly  from  the  Vmite  House,  to  include  the 
quoted  language, 

Pete  Peterson  has  been  working  on  the  price-break  cheese 
-problem.   He  may  support  the  recommendation  of  the  Task  Force 
on  Agricultural  Trade  that  the  President  direct  the  Tariff 
Commission  to  investigate  this  problem.   I  understand  he  has 
some  wrinkles  to  his  proposal  v/ith  which  I  am  not  fully 
familiar.   Perhaps  these  features  would  reduce  the  likelihood 
that  the  Tariff  Commission  recommendations  will  force  the 
President  into  protectionist  actions. 

I  recommend  that  v;e  package  up  the  following  for 
announcement  as  soon  as  possible: 


00120;) 


1.  holding  the  line  on  the  price   support  level, 

2.  purchasing  moderate  quantities  of  cheese 
for  this  year's  school  lunch  program  but 
with  no  con-jnitmcnt  to   large   future  purchases, 

3.  directing  the  Tariff 'CcnTnission   to   study  the 
princ-bTc;;.-   ch.\^s.-.r  nnport  problem. 
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Ilydc  Murray  believer;  that  this  pacV.agc  v/ould  bo  q-::iL:= — 
sntisfr.ctor/  to  n-.prcccntntivcs  Poege  cir.d  Sclchcr.  Cinrcnca 
Palirby  believes  stronyly  that  it  v/oulcl  satisfy  V.'ilbur  r.ills. 
John  vrnitakcr  concurs. 

If  at  all  possible  the  announccT.ent  should  be  made  late 
in  the  day  Friday  or  first  thing  Monday  to  minimize  any 
appearance  of  manipulation  of  commodity  markets  (the  Green 
Bay  cheese  market  is  open  Friday  only). 


Donald  B.  Rice 
Assistant  Director 


001210 
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20.  2     ROUTING  MEMORANDUM  ATTACHED  TO  DONALD  RICE  MEMORANDUM 


OOI2O0 


JCW: 

Ehrlichman  thinks  sometHing  sHoxild 
be  done  about  this  today.     Tod  wants 
to  know  if  you  are,   or  want  to  be, 
involved  in  it.     He  would  like  your 
advice.  /  »  /  -W 
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^7 


THE  winrn  iiousf. 

WASH  I N  O  TOM 

March  5.    1971 


MIEMOKAKDU:.!  FOU: 


001217 


JOHN'  E } iTv Lie i::.'i A w 

GEORGi:  SII'JLTZ 
CLARK  MacGREGOR 
Discussion  on  Dairy  Problems 


FROM: 
SUBJECT: 

I  have  before  me  Don  Rice's  four-page  memo  to  Messrs.    ShulU  and         • 
Ehrlichman  dated  March  4th.     At  the  bottom  of  Page  2  Don  Rice  states 
that  Representative  Al  Quie  (R-Minn)  "strongly  opposes  an  increase 
in  the  price  support  level  at  this  time.  "    This  is  not  correct.    On  the 
basis  of  several  personal  conversations,    the  latest  being  late  yesterday, 
what  is  correct  is  that  Al  Quie  does  not  feel  that  it  is  ^^'•'^^l^^V  °^ 
advisable  not  to  announce  support  levels  at  85fo  of  parity.     Al  Quie 
would  be  seriously  embarrassed  in  his  district  were  it  to  become  known 
that  he  strongly  opposes  the  85%  position  taken  by  Speaker  Al.er     and 
Congressmen  Mills  and  Byrnes.     V/hat  Al  said  to  me  was       The  Land 
O'Lakes  position  is  a  sound  one.   bat  I  am  not  saying  that  for  publication. 

On  Page  4  of  the  Rice  memo  it  is  stated.    "Clarence  Palmby  believes 
'strongly  that  it  [the  Rice-recommended  package]  would  satisiy  Wilour 
Mills    "    This  is  not  correct.     Wilbur  Mills  has  urged  me  m.ore  than  a 
half  a  dozen  times  in  the  last  three  weeks  to  urge  the  Presiaer.t  to 
announce  the  85%  of  parity  price  support  level;  the  latest  MiKa  appeal  to 
-■me  was  by  phone  late  in  the  afternoon  of  March  4th. 


cc:     Don  Rice 

Pete  Peterson 
John  Whi taker 


n  - 

I 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Washington,  D.  C.    20503 

March  5,  1971 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  MR.  SHULTZ 

SUBJECT:   Further  Information  on  Dairy  Problems 

As  you  requested,  the  enclosed  '^^^l^'^i^Pj^yj  ^purchases, 
"support  levels,  parity  rates,  budget  costs  and  CCC  purchases. 
The  ?able  also  ^hows  the  rising  trend  of  dairy  farm  income. 

Even  if  the  President  decides  to  delay  action  at  this 
time  on  cheese  imports  so  that  this  question  can  be  handled 
as  part  of  a  broader  policy  on  international  trade,  I 
::.oLend  no  incr^^^-  ^^  ^H.  .ilk  price  support  level  this 

7^ Increased  purchases  of  cheese  should  be  enough  to 

g?J*the  dairymen  this  year.  My  reasons  are  detailed  below. 

-  As  the  enclosed  table  indicates,  dairy  farm 
income  is  at  an  all-time  high  and  rising.   Income  is 
not  directly  related  to  the  parity  rate.  Parity 
dropped  from  89%  in  1968  to  83%  in  1969  while  income 
rose  as  shown  in  the  table.  Last  year's  increase  to 
857  parity  brought  about  an  even  greater  spurt  m 
grossincLe.  Net  income  figures  for  1970  -e  not 
available  but  will  certainly  show  a  substantial  increase. 

—  Another  increase  this  year  on  top  of  last 
year's  large  increase  would  be  contrary  to  the 
Administration's  policy  of  greater  reliance  on  ex- 
panding markets  to  provide  the  basic  "^^erpinning  to 
Lrm  income.   Consumption  per  capita  has  ^^^^,  f^^J^^^f  * 
Another  increase  this  year  would  accelerate  that  trend. 

-  According  to  Hyde  Murray,  there  are  responsible 
voices  in  the  dairy  business  who  do  not  want  an  increase 
this  yea^;  for  example,  the  Badger  Co-op  in  Wisconsin 
and  Land  o'  Lakes  Co-op  in  Minnesota,  ^wo  large 
independents,  oppose  an  increase.   So  ^^^^^^^/^^^^^ 
Bureau.  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota  are,  of  course,  areas 
that  would  be  most  directly  affected. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
Houae  Judiciary  Conmittee  wtaff 


—  Production  response  to  higher  dairy  prices 
takes  time.  The  full  effects  of  last  year's  increase 
have  not  yet  been  seen.  Therefore,  there  is  some 
likelihood  that  any  price  increase  this  year  will  face 
the  President  with  a  choice  next  year  of,  at  best, 
being  forced  to  hold  the  line. or,  at  worst,  having  to 
reduce  the  price  support  level. 

—  The  heavy  pressure  for  an  increase  is  coming 
from  the  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  This  is  a 
near-cartel  formed  by  merging  about  60  smaller  co-ops 
into  8  larger  ones.  This  organization  is  trying  to 
control  supply  and  administer  prices,  particularly  of 
fluid  milk  for  home  consumption.  They  restrict  supply 
by  operating  their  own  processing  plants  which  can 
convert  fluid  milk  to  butter,  non-fat  dry  milk  or 
cheese  (for  sale  to  the  CCC  if  necessary)  thus  propping 
up  the  price  of  fluid  milk.  A  price  support  increase 
would  reward  AMPI  activities.   I  understand  that  the 

FTC  and  Justice  are  taking  a  hard  look  at  this  situation. 

—  A  small  increase  in  the  price  support  level 

would  not  mollify  the  AMPI.   It  would  be  seen  as  tokenism. 
We  have  to  make  up  our  mind  whether  we  want  to  rely  on 
markets  for  more  farm  income  or  else  make  a  big  enough 
Increase  in  price  supports  to  have  a  real  affect  on 
Income . 

—  Any  Increase  in  the  price  support  level  will 
increase  consumer  prices  for  dairy  products,  attract 
imports  and  exacerbate  the  price-break  cheese  problem. 

—  Parity  is  driven  by  the  prices  farmers  pay, 
without  an  offset  for  productivity.  After  last  year's 
big  price  support  Increase,  it's  time  to  share  some  of 
the  fruits  of  productivity  gains  with  consumers. 

—  A  price  support  increase  would  cause  higher 
budget  costs  and  greater  surpluses  as  shovm  in  the 
enclosed  table. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
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If  at  all  possible,  the  decision  should  be  made  in  time 
to  be  announced  first  thing  Monday  so  as  to  resolve  the 
matter  before  the  AMPI  campaign  builds  any  bigger  head  of 
steam  than  it  already  has. 

Signed 


Donald  B.  Rice 
Assistant  Director 


P.S.   For  your  information,  the  price  of  cheese  has  risen 
h-5i   a  pound  (8-10%)  in  the  last  three  weeks  in  response 
to  the  speculation  and  announcements  about  larger  Government 
cheese  purchases. 


cc:  Mr.  Ehrlichman 

Mr.  Peterson 

Mr.  MacGregor 

Mr.  Whitaker 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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SCHEDULE  OF  PRICE  SUPPORT  LEVELS  AND  COSTS 


Price 

Support 

%  of 

Budget 

ccc 

Level 

Parity 

Cost 

Purchases 

$4.52  per  CWT 

78.0% 

$280  mil 

4.6  bll. 

$4.66 

80.5 

$386 

6.5 

$4.75 

82.0 

$415 

6.8 

$4.85 

83.8 

$430 

7.0 

$4.92 

85.0 

$445 

7.2 

$5.05 

87.2 

$500 

7.8 

$5.21 

90.0 

$595 

9.4 

lbs. 


DAIRY  INCOME 


1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 


Gross 
Income 

$6.0  bil 
$6.2 
$6.5 
$6.6  * 

projected  at  $4.66  price  support  level 


Net  Income 
Per  Dairy 
Farm 


$15,700 
$17,400 

N/A 

N/A 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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^    .CECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PR.    J^DENT         '  "     -^^^'^     ^ 

O:  (ICC  Of   MAMAGilMEirJT  ANU   U'JCGET 

WASHINGTON.  O.C.     2050J  "  ,"?    c) 


l-Iarch  5,  1971 

001200 

MEI-'.OIOANDUI-I  FOR  MR.  SIIULTZ 

SUBJECT:   Furthor  Information  on  Dairy  Problems 


As  you  requested,  fhe  enclosed  table  displays  price 
"support  levels,  parity  rates,  budget  costs  and  CCC  purchases-. 
The  table  also  shows  the  rising  trend  of  dairy  farm  incor.s. 

Even  if  the  President  decides  to  delay  action  at  this 
time  on  cheese  irriports  so  that  this  question  can, be  handled" 
as  part  of  a  broader  policy  on  international  trade,  I 
recorrjnond_no__inc_roase^in  the  milk  price  support  level  this 
yc_ar.   Increased  purchases  of  c'ncese~^To"urd  be  enough  to 
give  the  daiiyrr.en  this  year.  •  My  reasons  are  detailed  below. 

—  As  the  enclosed  table  indicates,  dairy  farm 
income  is  at  an  all-tine  high  and  rising.  ,Incor?.e  is 
not  directly  related  to  the  parity  rate.   Parity 
dropped  from  89;1  in  1960  to  83:;^  in  19S9  v/hiie  incoms' 
rose  as  shc./n  in  the  table.   Last  year's  inCr'ease  to 
85%  parity  brought  about  an  even  greater  spu'rt  in 
gross  income.   Met  income  figurc-s  for  1970  are  rot. . 
available  but  v/ill  certainly  show  a  substantial  increase 

—  Another  increase  this  year  on  top  of  last 
yisar's  large  increase  would  be  contrary  to  the 
Administration's  policy  of  greater  reliance  on  ex- 
panding markets  to  provide  the  basic  underpinning  to 
farm  income.   Consumption  per  capita  has  been  declining. 
Another  increase  this  year  would  accelerate  that  trend. 

—  According  to  Hyde  Murray,  there  are  responsible 
voices  in  the  dairy  business  v/hc  do  not  want  an  increase 
this  year;  for  example,  the  Badger  Co-op  in  V/isconsin 
and  Land  o'  Lakes  Co-op  in  Minnesota,  tv/o  large 
indcpc-ndonts,  oppose  r.n  increase.   So  does  the  Fam 
CorciiU.   ^: ; :  ::r;::.\n  aiid  ::i:\:-iC50z-  arc,  of  course,  areas 
that  would  bo  most  directly  affected. 
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Production  response  to  higher  dairy  prices 

takes  time.   The  full  effects  of  laat  year's  increase 
have  not  yet  taccn  seen.   Therefore,  there  is  sorr.e 
likelihood  thc^t  any  price  increase  this  year  will  race 
the  President  v;ita  a  choice  ne::t  year  of.  at  best, 
being  forced  to  hold  the  line  or,  at  v.-orst,  having  to 
reduce  the  price  support  level. 

The  hea^/y  pressure  'for  an  increase  'is  coming 

from  the  As^ociat:r,dJii^lk_rrocluc.srs^Inc^   This  is  a 
near-cartei  for:r.ed  by  merging  about  60  sm.aller  co-ops 
into  8  larger  ones.   This  organization  is  ^r^/mg  to 
cort-ol  supply  and  administer  prices,  particularly  of 
fluid  milk  for  home  consumption.   They  restrict  supply 
by  ©Derating  their  ov/n  processing  plants  v/nxcn  can 
convert  fluid  milk  to  butter,  non-fat  dry  milk  or 
cheese  (for  sale  to  the  CCC  if  necessary)  thus  propping 
up  the  price  of  fluid  milk.   A  price  support  increase   . 
would  rev;ard  J^J-lPI  activities.   I  understand  that  the 
FTC  and  Justice  are  taking  a  hard  look  at  this  situation. 

A  small  increase  in  the  price  support  level 

would  not  m.ollify  the  AI-IPI.   It  would  be  seen  as  tokenis; 
We  have  to  make  up  our  mind  v/hether  v/e  want' to  rely  on 
markets  for  more  farm  income  or  else  make  a -big  enough 
increase  in  price  supports  to  have  a  real  affect  on 
income.  ?• 

~  Any  increase  in  the  price  support  level  wilX 

increase  consumer  prices  for  dairy  products-,  attract 
imports  and  exacerbate  the  price-break  cheese  problem. 

Parity  is  driven  by  the  prices  farmers  pay, 

without  an  offset  for  productivity.  After  last  year's 
big  price  support  increase,  it's  time  to  share  some  of 
the  fruits  of  productivity  gains  with  consximers. 

' .  A  price  support  increase  v;ould  cause  higher 

budget  costs  and  greater  surpluses  as  shown  in  the 
enclosed  tnble, 
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If  at  all  possDdIg,  the  decision  should  be  made  in  tine 
to  be  announced  first  thiny  Monday  _o  as  to  resolve  the 
matter  before  the  A'lPI  car.paign  builds  any  bigger  head  of 
steam  tlian  it  already  has. 


Donald  B.  Rice 
Assistant  Director 

P.S.   For  your  information,  the  price  of  cheeseThas  risen 
4-5 <?  a  pound  (0-10%)  in  the  last  three  weeks  in  response 
to  the  speculation  and  announcements  about  larger.  Go vcrnmsnt 
cheese  purchases. 


cc: 


Mr.  Ehrlichmanv 
Mr.  Peterson 
Mr.  MacGregor 
Mr.  ^-^hitaker 
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20. 4     ATTACHMENT  TO  DONALD  BICE  MEMORANDUM 
SCHEDULE    C?    PP.ICE    SUPPCP-T    LEVELS    I'.y.O    COSTS 


Price 

SUDOOi 

■■f. 

%.  of 

Budge 

■  U 

.CCC 

LgvgI 



Pairitv     • 

•Cost 

-. 

Purchasss 

$4.52 

per  CV 

:t  7S.o^ 

$280 

mil 

4.6   bil.    : 

$4.66 

80.5 

$386 

6.^5 

$4.75 

82.0 

$415 

6.8 

$4.85 

83.3 

$430 

7.0 

$4.92 

85.0 

$445 

7.2 

$5.05 

87.2 

$500 

7.8 

$5.21 

90.0 

$595 

9.-4 

0012Q3 


DAIRY  INCOME 


1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 


Gross 
Incoms 

Net   Incoj^ 
Per  Dairj; 

$6.0   bil 
$6.2 
$6.5   . 
$6.6    * 

$15',700 
$17,4007 
N/A      . 

N/A      r 

*   projected  at  $4.66  price  support  level 


m 
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^'. 


1 


\f 


T 


THE  WFIITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


00121G 


Reconimcnd^.tion  --  stick  with  Rice's 
recommendation.     Wc  could  raise  the  price 
and   prices  fall  from  ovcrsupply  then  v/e  would 
have  to  cut  price  support  in  '7Z  and  be  in  real 
trouble.     Let's  stick  wiiere  we  are  and  see 
what  happens  to  the  parity  %  for  this  year. 

I've  given  Hyde  Murray  Senator  Miller 

position  —  he  doesn't  buy  it  either  and  agrees  v/ith 

Rice's  recommendation. 

JCW 
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001214 


■ij 


TheWhite  House 

WASMflMCrOM. 


Date: 


■.zl4ii- 

•     •        FROM:    JOHN  C.  VrHlTAKER 
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20.6     CHARLES  COLSON  MEMORANDUM.   MARCH  10.    1971.    WITH  ATTACHMENT       —- 
THE  WHITE   nous  c 

VVA  S  H  1  N  G  T  O  N 

EYES  Or-!LY  ■  ■  March  10,    1971 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  JOHN"  EHP.LICMMAN  

FROiM:  CHARLES  ^7.    COLSOX\*-'"  .' 

My  reasons  for  bclicvhu^  that  wc  should  take  affirmative  action  on 
cheese  imports   at  :hc  same  time  parity  levels  are  announced  arc  as 

follows: 

1.  The  obvious  political  support  v/e  discussed. 

2.  There  is  deep  and  groxying  disenchantment  in  the  farm  belt.     The 
dairy  segment  has  been  one  that  has  been  with  us.     A  negative  parity 
decision  and  negative  imports  decision  will  have  severe  repercussions. 

3.  The  leaders  of  the  dairy  industry  can  "sell"  to  the  farmers  no  increase 
in  parity  if  they  can  say  that  the  importation  of  milk  substitutes,  like 
cheese,   will  be  controlled. 

4.  Merely  saying  that  it  is  going  to  the  Tariff  Commission  v/ill  be  recog- 
nized as  a  stall  giving  our  people  no^  handle  to  use  with  the  farmers. 

5.  Qn  the  merits  this  is  not  the  typical  trade  problem.     Historically,    in 
the  statutes  and  gcverrunent  actions,    the  government  has  always  tried 
to  bar  imports  of  products  that  arc  subject  to  agricultural  price  suppor 
inasmuch  as  free  importation  would  result  in  the  U.S.   merely  support- 
ing the  v/orld  market;  licncc,    this  would  not  be  a  trade  action  but  rathe: 
an  action  to  preserve  tlie  integrity  of  the  price  support  program. 

There  was  some  reason  for  the  dairy  industry  to  believe  last  December 
that  Hardin  would  ask  for  an  emergency  proclamation  on  dairy  iniports. 
If  wc  do  not  take  dccisivq  action  and  keep  prcr.cnt  parity  levels,   wc  arc 
going  to  catch  a  lot  of  political  licll.     Later  action  on  ll;e  imports,   which 
will  have  to  come,    probably  will  not  then  be  cnougli  to  undo  tlic  damage  lo 
our  political  posture;  wc  will  be  under  more  pressure  than  ever  to  incrca; 
parity  later;  liciicc,    a  blocking;  action  no^v  corJd  be  a  lot  less  j^ainful  lha:i 
trying  to  repair  the  damage  later.      Tliis  is  one  on  which  wc  sliould  take  '.;-. 
long  view. 
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■:.:-.     ir.irlii"^!-' -1   v.'oiilcl    li.y.'j   yon    Lo 
'lor'r.    -t    Liiir-    onO.    'clicn    t.jl);   v/ith  ■•■• 

hj.;\   a)}oat    it.    \ 
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20.  7     GEORGE  SHULTZ  MEMORANDUM,  MARCH  20.    1971 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
tteuse  Judiciary  Coamlttee  staff 


March  20,  1971 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  STAFF  SECRETARY 


Subject:   Report  on  the  President's  Meeting  with 

Secretary  Connally,  Dr.  Burns,  Mr.  Shultz 
and  Dr.  McCracken  on  March  5  at  11:00  a.m. 


The  following  items  were  discussed: 

1)  Paul  McCracken  reported  on  the  economy  and  noted  that  the 
employment  picture  was  mixed  despite  the  decline  in  February  in 
unemployment.   The  President  insisted  on  the  importance  of  not 
expressing  a  lack  of  confidence.   Arthur  Bums  took  issue  with 
the  President  on  the  grounds  that  too  much  confidence  talk  would 
present  a  lack  of  credibility.   The  President  responded  that  the 
situation  was  parallel  to  the  war  and  the  drive  of  the  press  to 
see  to  it  that  we  do  not  succeed  and  argued  that  confidence 
would  help  the  economy  up,  particularly  since  we  are  doing  the 
right  thing  and  believe  that  the  substance  of  the  situation  is 
good. 

2)  Arthur  Bums  expressed  his  objections  to  public  criticism  by 
Administration  officials  of  the  Federal  Reserve.   The  President 
pointed  out  that  the  Fed  criticizes  the  Administration  on  every 
side  and  that  we  can't  have  a  one-way  street.   He  also  reminded 
Dr.  Bums  of  developments  in  1967  when  Burns  and  the  President 
were  both  trying  to  get  the  Federal  Reserve  to  loosen  up  on  money 
because  of  the  very  soft  economic  situation,  and  Bums'  dis- 
satisfaction at  that  time  with  the  way  the  Federal  Reserve  was 
behaving. 

3)  John  Connally  made  the  point  to  Bums  that  there  was  a  need 
to  drive  interest  rates  down  further  especially  insofar  as  indi- 
viduals and  small  firms  are  concerned.   Bums  pointed  out  that 
the  corporate  rate  has  lately  gone  up  about  a  percentage  point 

as  a  result  of  the  fact  that  lower  interest  rates  were  attracting 
a  large  volume  of  corporate  offerings.   He  agreed  with  Connally 
that  interest  rates  would  probably  go  lower  and  that  it  would  be 
important  to  say  so.   He  said  that  he  would  say  so  in  his  testi- 
mony next  week. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


4)  Connally  brought  up  the  problem  of  the  DuPont  brokerage 
firm.   All  agreed  that  a  strong  effort  should  be  made  to  keep 
the  firm  from  going  bankrupt.   Burns  remarked  that  much  reform 
was  needed  but  that  this  was  not  the  time  for  it  since  a  failure 
of  a  firm  of  this  size  would  weaken  confidence  in  the  economy. 

5)  The  President  noted  the  importance  of  having  a  Domestic 
Council  committee  on  the  subject  of  antitrust  laws  and  emphasized 
his  view  of  the  importance  of  allowing  companies  to  merge  or  be 
acquired  if  that  was  a  way  of  saving  them. 

~6)  There  was  also  a  discussion  of  dairy  prices  and  the  strong 
pressure  to  raise  dairy  prices  coming  from  the  dairy  lobby. 
Burns  argued  strongly  for  doing  everything  possible  to  keep  the 
prices  from  rising  insofar  as  the  consumer  is  concerned. 

7)  With  regard  to  the  Lockheed  problem,  Connally  noted  that  the 
British  proposal  recently  made  to  Lockheed  was  not  acceptable 
but  that  negotiations  between  Lockheed  and  the  British  were  con- 
tinuing.  Connally  was  maintaining  a  flow  of  information  but  not 
taking  any  government  position  in  the  situation.   He  also  noted 
the  possibility  of  a  McDonnell  Douglas  takeover  of  Lockheed, 
giving  his  opinion  that  this  would  help  salvage  the  situation 
that  occurred. 

8)  The  President  spoke  about  the  need  to  pay  more  attention  to 
the  problems  of  the  airlines.  He  noted  that  many  in  the  Adminis- 
tration are  working  on  it  but  all  have  many  other  things  to  do 
and  raised  the  possibility  of  an  outsider  with  high  prestige 
being  brought  in  to  spend  fulltime  for  a  few  months  helping  get 
the  situation  straightened  out.   He  mentioned  the  names  of 

Tom  Dewey,  Bert  Gross,  Bob  Tyson.  Penlo  Smith,  Walter  Thayer, 
and  Fred  Donner.   Shultz  was  given  the  assignment  of  developing 
some  recommendations  on  what  to  do  and  how  to  do  it. 


"Signed  and  Mailed" 


George  P.  Shultz 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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sy 


March  ?.n,    1971 


Subject:      ?.cporir.  or.   tl-.o  Pronidor.t's  I'octing  '.^irh 

Socr-^'inrY  Ccnr.ally,    Dr.   Bums,   Mr.    Shulh^ 
and  Dr.   ::cCrne'c-;n  en  March  5  at  11:00  a.va. 


'  The   follcwir.g   itemo  v/ere   dincrcdSGd: 

1)  Paul  McCrackar:   r-j;:>orti2d  on   tl-.g   econcr'.y  nn-d  .r:ot.':r<2   tha"    th-i 

■    ciroloyrr'.^r.t  picrur-?-  W3  3  rived  d-33pit3   the  cJaclir.s  in  "obruiiry  i.~ 
VTser-ploy— rnt.     The   Prcsic^jnt  inaiatod  on  'cha   ir.^portcnce  of  noc 
ovcpr?;33ir.(7  a  laclc  oi;  ccr-±i:ionc2-      Arthur  3urr.3   took   i3~ua  --./iT:li 
tho  president  en  tho  cro'-ind3   that   too  niuch  confidonco   tnlZ;  ';0"li 
present  a   laclt  of  crc^dihilitv.      Iho   ?rs'jicont  responci^d  that   tli? 
oitnaticn  vas  parallel  to   tha  war  and  the  driv?  of   ths  prc:33   to 
see  to  it  th.Vc  v;g  do  not  .^-accjod  and  3rg\:.;d   thcit  ccn2idanc3 
tv"ould  hcilp  tl".'^  econcv.y  up,    r.?.rtic"-lr.rly  ^incn  •.•;e  ar-^  doir.g  xl'.i 
.right  thing  and  belia'/e  that  tho  sxibstDnci;  of  tha  situation  in 
cyocd.  V     ■ 

2)  -Arthur  Iluma   sxnroas.-jd  hij   cbjocticn.-3    to  -?u.blic  cricici^-.:?.  by 
AcniniJtraticn  c.:i"icini3   of   th?   ?r:d.^3r:il   P.eaervo.      Tho   Pre3id-_T.t 
pointed  out  thnt  t^.-i  F^d  critici::o.T   ths  J\c-.ini 3 trnticn  on   '^■■rnrrr 
uidfs  and  thnc  wj   c-in't  hav;  a  one-';^Ciy  atroot.      ^ilo  al-o  r-irr.inc -i.i 
TiT.    3urn.T   of  dcvylcprnont-o   in   lO'iO  when   D-arr-n   luid  th^   Pr^si'J.^r.t 
•w-ere  3x>th   tx^.'ing   to  7-3 1  tho   r=d';^r:il  ?.-33erT>    to   lco">-">.'i  'cp  or.  T.oniiy 
b«cnu33  of   'fh^   vsry  ^cft  sconcr-ic  sir.untrccn,.  nnd  ,~umj''    di^— 

-.ij^iciofnc-cion   at  tli-r;'':   tir.e  v/ich    thrt  •■;ay  th-:i    ~'2drir:jl  I^j-.rvM  -.7?;.^ 
b*iiiaving.  •  ^  •     ' 

^)      Conn   Connnliv  r.-.-^d^   iha  point   to  .:?,t:m;j    thnt   "-.h.^iro   .oj   a   n?-fi 
to  ••*riv°   jnccr-ii!"   r^io-j  '.:c--<o   furth'/r  -^-ip-ici^lly  injo-"~'r   '."'■t    i:*vii  — 
vidnftlj   --ind   jni.iil    firrii  .^r-i   conci;rn=?d.      ;Mr:;  i  poin-'-d  o<\-   ->.a; 
rh-i  vt'oroor-^cD   rn-.i  h?s    l^t-^ly   vcni-i   ':p   .tbou-   a  ■;jrc^n--TC':T    -clr.z 
?..=5   ri  r-.^5ult  of   th-.^    j-or.   that    Iz'-nx  ir.t.-ir'i^t  ro.  ihs  -,•■>-.•  i  .■jttrno-ir-j 
n   1  •.■rq<3  •/ol"rcr->   or   corTJor^cn   o-rf  jr.-lnrrs.      ;!«   ::<rriT-<l  ->ith   Cc.-.nall-' 
-ha-:    Inter-^xt  r:if;.j   -.'ould    ^ro.i^bl"/  to   Ic-vr   :'.r.d    chat   i 
1  .:'?ocr.-int    to    lav  .-,0.      .!•?    3aid    i-Jrr\-z  hf?  -.NfCJid   ■;-iy  .to   .i-n  his 
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fi-n.     a:.1   'icrr-iM    c>.>-ii:  .-n  :;<::r2r.y  cJz.ir-:  -Thould  -y  ;:.-c.:n  "-o    -."''•^ 
Lho  ifir-i    ;r^.^  o^--^  crinJ^jiTT:;?  i.      :;\irn3  ro-ir::cd  thai  n;uc;i  ;::::>-■» 
'./^^j  n-';a^'.l  :iUi  ^r-CiC  'Chi:;  v:\;j  r-.Dt  tho  ciryj  xor  it  u-iivr-:;  a   i-'-ii-irJ 
Jx*  a' .iir:.n  o^   .:hi3  si^.-;  voulU  •..-'vV.tuii  coniiclcnc-s  in   00.:^  occ-.u.-.r-/. 

CouTicil  ccrtriittao  c.i  tl'o  c^ibjoct  of  nnrj.cru5t  la-^;3  2;ia  crr;:-.:.':ii:ir:.j 
hij  VI^^  of  tl-.j  i.7.?3r  ^: .::'i  of  allc/ing  cor.caivLo3  to  r--iri-.5  or  l^u 
ynquirod  if  that  v.-a;!  :i  v-uy  of  c<^ving  tl;cn.     ■ 

6)  'ihora  -^.'n3  alco  :\  aiccusaioa  of  dhir-f  pricc«  And  -cha  3i.rr?r.r; 
orassury  rio  -li-o  cairy  pric-o  ccriir.g  f.rcvi  -1\>.  --inL-j  Icir-y. 
Bura:>  nrg^-'e-.:  -tro.v-iy  fnr  doing  oTorythi.-i;  :^33oi:-;l3  to  '.-.c^o   ^'.j 
r>ricj3  from  ri-ir.;;  Lxicozzir  as  tho  ccni:-:ir;-s;r  is  co;:c--jrn-:<l. 

7)  TJtth  roqardto  tha  I^c^-ihcod  prcbl^rj,    Corjially  noted  tl^at  t:•^:^ 
Dritish  r;r^-oscil  rc:c.-::.itl7  rr.ndo  to  .Locj-.Iisod  vcia  not  Ziccz-p'n.-:.'::^^^ 
btifc  tbzit'n-orp-ir.<:icr.3  bet-.vo^jn  LccZei-ssd  and  "tho  3riticn  -_•••: ro  co.i- 
tinuiJig.     Ccrr-aily  '.^.3  ruiintainiruj.a  fla-/  of  inf:;r7:ati.;a  but  no-: 


talcing  any  rovnrr.-'^nt  positica  ia 


■Che  "' 


tiia-cioa.     1Z2  also  nac. 


th«  rioscibilit-/  of  a  ::-cron.-ail  liougla/j  ta;:r.ov^r  or  LO'a:c.i-ja, 
•  giving  bin  cpLnica  that  thia  •i'ZV>X<l  help  sar/sgc  tha  sit-uati:;;'. 
.that:  occrarrcd.  .  -^  .    •         .  ••  .  , 

3)      -rhs:  :>rncic1aht  =^:^a  abCT:t  thi's  nc=';'.  to  pay  n;or3  attinti-a  to 
tho   orobli;^  of  -th-a'airl-Lnos,     IIo  aotua  thai  r:any  ia  tha  a-itiai-- 
tratlon  ar=3  ••.-orking  .-a  it  but  all  havo  r.any  ot:vj;r  things   to  do 
..-usU  x^iz-id  tl\a  po3si;7ilii:y  Of  aa  oat^idar  7/ith  high  prt!i;n.\.ga 
bo.ir."  broiv-h.':  ia  to  npcnd  fulltin^^j  for  a   fc^;  :i:onth:3  h'llpin-?  <j?.^- 
■•h.>.'J  'iituatioa  3trai.;;htcp..-;a  cut.     IZs  niijntion^ri  tha  r^j-j.-.-s  oi: 
1-oa  l^-NViV,    r.-:?rt  3::c-3,.   i-jb  T/iicn,    2.:;ialo  Zr.iih,    :;al"-ar   Ihay^--^-, 
auu  .•.^od"r;c5i."..:r.      :3halt-;:  ■!.'n:i  giv&n  th-,?  ac:tign-j:2at  o-:  ac'/aiv'-ping 
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21.     On  March  12,  1971  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Hardin,  finding  that 
the  price  support  level  of  $4.66  per  cwt.  would  assure  an  adequate  supply 
and  otherwise  fully  meet  the  applicable  statutory  criteria,  set  the  milk 
price  support  level  for  the  marketing  year  April  1,  1971  -  March  31,  1972 
at  $4.66  (approximately  79%  of  parity).   In  the  same  press  release 
announcing  the  price  support  decision,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
noted  that  the  President  had  ordered  the  Tariff  Conmiission  to  conduct  an 

immediate  investigation  on  restricting  cheese  imports  and  it  announced 

« 

purchase  of  cheese  for  the  USDA  food  program.  According  to  a  memorandum 
by  Whitaker,  the  President  approved  this  announcement  on  March  12,  1971 
on  the  recommendation  of  Hardin,  Shultz,  Ehrlichman  and  Special  Assistant 
to  the  President  for  International  Economic  Affairs  Peter  Peterson. 


21.1  Agriculture  Act  of  1949,  7  USC  1446,  1426 

21.2  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
press  release,  March  12,  1971  (received  from 
White  House) ■> ■ 

21.3  Memorandum  from  John  Whitaker  to  the  President, 
March  22,  1971  (received  from  White  House).  ... 

21.4  President  Nixon  remarks,  November  17,  1973,  9 
Presidential  Documents  1345,  1355 
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able  on  such  crop  only  to  producers  who  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  such  program.  (Oct.  31,  1949,  ch. 
792,  title  I.  §  107,  as  added  Sept.  27,  1962,  Pub.  L.  87- 
703,  title  ur,  §325(1),  76  Stat,  630,  and  amended 
Apr.  11.  1964,  Pub.  L.  88-297.  title  II,  §  203.  78  Stat. 
182;  Nov.  3,  1965,  Pub.  L.  89-321,  title  V,  §506,  79 
Stat.  1203;  Oct.  11,  1968.  Pub.  L.  90-559,  §  1(1),  82 
Stat.  996;  Nov.  30.  1970,  Pub.  L.  91-524,  title  IV. 
§  401.  84  Stat.  1362.) 

Amendments 

1970— Pub.  L.  91-524  provided  for  loans  on  wheat  at 
such  levels  not  In  excess  of  the  parity  price  as  the  Secre- 
tary determines  appropriate,  taking  Into  consideration 
competitive  world  prices  of  wheat,  the  feeding  value  of 
wheat  In  relation  to  feed  grains,  and  the  level  at  which 
price  support  Is  made  available  for  feed  grains,  provided 
that.  If  a  set-aside  program  Is  In  effect,  program  benefits 
would  be  made  available  only  to  producers  who  comply 
with  such  set-aside  program,  and  placed  a  floor  on  the 
loan  of  $1.25  per  bushel. 

1968 — Subd.  (2) .  Pub.  L.  90-669  provided  for  a  one  year 
extension  through  1970. 

1965 — Pub.  L.  89^21  raised  the  wheat  support  level  to 
100  per  centum  of  parity  or  as  near  to  100  per  centum  as 
the  Secretary  determines  to  be  practicable,  placed  a  floor 
of  100  per  centum  of  parity  for  wheat  accompanied  by 
marketing  certificates  and  »1.25  for  wheat  not  so  accom- 
panied under  the  1966  crop,  guaranteed  to  cooperators  for 
1967  through  1889  crops  a  total  average  rate  of  return  per 
bushel  of  not  less  than  the  total  average  rate  of  return  per 
bushel  made  available  to  cooperators  through  loans  and 
domestic  marketing  certificates  for  the  1966  crop  where 
the  diversion  factor  is  not  less  than  10  per  centum,  and 
eliminated  reference  to  classification  as  cooperators  of 
producers  who  do  not  knowingly  exceed  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  In  cases  where  marketing  quotas  are 
not  In  effect. 

1964 — Subd.  (1).  Pub.  L.  88-297  substituted  "domestic 
certificates"  for  "marketing  certificates." 

Subd.  (2),  Pub.  L.  88-297  added  subd.  (2).  Former 
subd.  (2)  redesignated  (3). 

Subd.   (3).     Pub.  L.  88-297  redesignated  formed  subd. 

(2)  as  (3),  deleted  Introductory  clause  "If  marketing 
quotas  are  In  effect  for  wheat",  and  Inserted  "not  In 
excess  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor." 
Former  subd  (3)  redesignated  (4). 

Subd.   (3).     Pub.  L.  88-297  redesignated  former  subd. 

(3)  as  (4).     Former  subd  (4)  redesignated  (5). 

Subd.   (6).     Pub.  L    88-297  redesignated  former  subd. 

(4)  as  (6)  and  added  the  Introductory  phrase  "Effective 
with  respect  to  crops  planted  for  harvest  In  the  calendar 
year  1986  and  any  subsequent  year,".  Former  subd.  (6) 
redesignated  (6). 

Subd.   (6),     Pub.  L.  88-297  redesignated  former  subd. 

(5)  as  (6),  deleted  introductory  clause  "If  marketing 
quotas  are  In  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat",  deleted  from 
clause  (I)  (A)  "or  any  other  commodity"  following 
"wheat",  substituted  In  clause  (l)(B)  "the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  on  any  other  farm  on  which  the 
producer  shares  In  the  production  of  wheat"  for  "the  farm 
acreage  allotment  on  any  other  farm  for  any  commodity 
In  which  he  has  an  Interest  as  a  producer".  Inserted  the 
phrase  "Effective  with  respect  to  crops  planted  for  harvest 
In  the  calendar  year  1966  and  any  subsequent  year."  pre- 
ceding "If  marketing  quotas",  and  added  provision  for 
deeming  a  producer  as  not  having  exceeded  a  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat  If  the  production  on  the  acreage  In 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  is  stored  pursuant  to 
section  1379c(b)  of  this  title,  but  making  the  producer 
Ineligible  to  receive  price  support  on  the  wheat  so  stored. 

EFFEcrrvE  AND  Termination  Dates  of  1970  Amendment 
Section  401  of  Pub  L.  91-524  provided  In  part  that  the 
amendment   by    Pub.    L.   91-524    Is    effective    only    with 
respect  to  the  1971.  1972,  and  1973  crops  of  wheat. 

ErFECTTVE  AND  TERMINATION  DaTE  OF  1965  AMENDMENT 

Section  508  of  Pub.  L.  89-321.  as  amended  by  Pub.  L. 
90-559,  5  1(1).  Oct.  11,  1988.  82  Stat.  996.  provided  In  part 
that  the  amendment  of  this  section  by  Pub    L.  89-321 


Bh     1  be  etfectlve  only  with  respect  to  the  1888  thTon.i. 
1970  crops.  »uruuga 

SUBCHAPTER  lU.— NONBASIC  AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES 

§1416.  Price  support   levels   for  designated   nonbasic 
agricultural  commodities.   ■ 

The  Secretary  Is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  1 
available  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tions 1447  to  1449  of  this  title)  price  support  to  pro-  I 
ducers  for  tung  nuts,  honey,  and  milk  as  follows:     • 

(a)  Repealed.     Aug    28.  1954.  ch.  1041.  title  VII  I 
§  709,  68  Stat.  912.  I 

(b)  The  price  of  tung  nuts  and  honey,  respec- 
tively, shall  be  supported  through  loans,  purchases, 
or  other  operations  at  a  level  not  in  excess  of  9() 
per  centum  nor  less  than  60  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor:  Provided.  That  in  any  crop 
year  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
domestic  production  of  tung  oil  will  be  less  than  the 
anticipated  domestic  demand  for  such  oil,  the  price 
of  tung  nuts  shall  be  supported  at  not  less  than 
65    per    centum    of    the    parity    price    therefor: 

(c)  The  price  of  milk  shall  be  supported  at  such  I 
level  not  in  excess  of  90  per  centum  nor  less  than  75  J 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secre- 
tary determines  necessary  In  order  to  assure  an 
adequate  supply.  Such  price  support  shall  be  pro- 
vided through  purchases  of  milk  and  the  products! 
of   milk.    (Oct.   31.    1949.   ch.   792.   title   H.    §201. J 
63   Stat.   1052;    Aug.   28.    1954.   ch.    1041,   tlUe  n. 
§§203   (a).  204    (b).  title  VU.   §709.  68  Stat.  899'. 
912:  Apr.  2.  1956.  ch.  159.  §  1,  70  Stat.  87;  July  20, 
1956,  ch.  661.  70  Stat.  596;  Aug.  28.  1958.  Pub.  L. 
85-835.  title  V.  §  503.  72  Stat.  996;  Sept.  16.  1960. 
Pub.  L.  86-799.  74  Stat.  1054;  Nov.  30.  1970,  Pub.  L. 
91-524,  tlUe  n.  §  202.  84  Stat.  1361.) 

Amendments 

1970— Pub.  L.  91-524  substituted  "and  milk"  for  "milk. 
butterfat.  and  products  of  milk  and  butterfat"  In  the 
provisions  preceding subsec  (a)  and.  In  subsec.  (c). struck 
out  provisions  for  butterfat  price  supports. 

1980 — Subsec.  (c) .  Pub.  L.  86-799  Inserted  the  sentenca 
"Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions,  for  the  period 
beginning  with  September  16.  1980.  and  ending  March  31. 
1961,  the  price  of  milk  for  manufacturing  purposes  and 
the  price  of  butterfat  shall  be  supported  at  not  less  than 
»3.22  per  hundredweight  and  59.6  cents  per  pound, 
respectively." 

1958 — Subsec.  (b).  Pub.  L.  85-835  required  the  mini- 
mum support  level  of  tung  oil  to  be  65  per  centum  of 
parity  whenever  domestic  production  Is  less  than  antici- 
pated domestic  demand. 

1956 — Subsec.  (c).  Act  July  20.  1956.  which  eliminated 
from  the  last  sentence  the  words  "as  are"  preceding 
"devoted."  and  substituted  "children"  for  "imderprlvl- 
leged  children  on  a  public  welfare  or  charitable  basis". 

Act  Apr.  2,  1956  Increased  the  amount  authorized  for 
flscal  year  1956  from  $50,000,000  to  $60,000,000.  to  author- 
ize $75,000,000  lor  each  of  the  flscal  years  1957  and  1958. 
and  permitted  certain  Institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and 
training  of  underprivileged  children  on  a  public  welfare 
or  charitable  basis  to  share  In  the  program. 

1954 — Opening  par.  Act  Aug.  28.  1954.  51  203  (a).  709. 
removed  Irish  potatoes  and  wool  (Including  mohair) 
from  the  price  support  list. 

Subsec.  (a).  Act  Aug.  28.  1954.  §709.  deleted  subsec. 
(a)  relating  to  the  support  of  wool  and  mohair. 

Subsec.  (b).  Act  Aug.  28.  1954.  S  203  (a),  deleted 
reference  to  Irish  potatoes. 

Subsec.  (c).  Act  Aug.  28,  1954.  j  204  (b).  provided 
for  the  disposal  of  surplus  dairy  stocks  owned  by  the 
CCC. 
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of  Title  12,  Bunks  nnd  Bnuklng.  unci  section  713a-4  of 
Tltlo  15.  Commerce  and  Trade. 

Section  1302  of  thl3  title  was  repealed  by  act  Oct.  31, 
1949,  oh.  792.  title  IV.  5  414.  63  Stat.  1037. 

Section  1322  of  this  title  was  repealed  by  act  Aug.  28. 
1954,  ch.  1041.  title  HI,  §  304,  68  Stat.  902. 
Amendments 

1958— Pub.  L.  85-835  authorized  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  acquire  title  to  agricultural  commodities 
on  which  nonrecourse  price-support  loans  have  been 
made  without  the  necessity  of  computing  and  making 
payments  to  the  farmer. 

ExcEmoNS  Prom  Transfer  of  Functions 

Functions  of  the  Corporations  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  boards  of  directors  and  officers  of  such 
corporations:  the  Advisory  Board  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation:  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration 
or  any  agency,  officer  or  entity  of,  under,  or  subject  to 
the  supervision  of  the  said  Administration  were  excepted 
from  the  functions  of  officers,  agencies  and  employees 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  by  1953  Reorg. 
Plan  No.  2,  5  1,  effective  June  4.  1953,  18  F.  R.  32J9,  67 
Stat.  633.  set  out  as  a  note  under  section  2201  of  this  title. 


§  1426.  Advance  announcement  of  price  support  levels: 
reduction  of  levels. 

The  Secretary  shall.  Insofar  as  practicable,  an- 
nounce the  level  of  price  support  for  field  crops  in 
advance  of  the  planting  season  and  for  other  agri- 
cultural commodities  In  advance  of  the  beginning  of 
the  marketing  year  or  season  (January  1  in  the  case 
of  commodities  not  marketed  on  a  marketing  year  or 
season  basis),  but  the  level  of  price  support  so  an- 
nounced shall  not  exceed  the  estimated  maximum 
level  of  price  support  specified  in  this  Act.  based 
upon  the  latest  information  and  statistics  available 
to  the  Secretary  when  such  level  of  price  support  is 
announced;  and  the  level  of  price  support  so  an- 
nounced shall  not  be  reduced  if  the  maximum  level 
of  price  support  when  determined,  is  less  than  the 
level  so  announced.  (Oct.  31.  1949,  ch.  792.  title  TV. 
S  406,  63  Stat.  1055.) 
'  References  in  TExr 


This  Act.  referred  to  In  text,  has  been  classlfled  to  this 
chapter  and  sections  612c.  1301  (a)  (1)  (B).  (C).  (O).  (b) 
(1)  (B),  (b)  (3)  (B).  (b)  (9).  (b)  (10)  (A).  (C).  (b)  (16) 
(A).  (C).  1302.  1322  (a),  1328.  1343.  1344  (f)  (3).  1345. 
1353—1356  of  this  title,  sections  1134c  and  1134J  of  Title 
12.  Banks  and  Banking,  and  section  713a-4  of  Title  15. 
Commerce  and  Trade.  "■ 

Section  1302  of  this  title  was  repealed  by  act  Oct.  31. 
1949.  ch.  792.  title  IV.  §  414.  63  Stat.  1057. 

Section  1322  of  this  title  was  repealed  by  act  Aug.  28. 
1954.  ch.  1041.  title  ni.  I  304.  68  Stat.  902. 


gl42T.  Sale  of  farm  commodities;  policies  and  rates 
of  sale;  exceptions;  use  of  commodities  to  relieve 
distress. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  sell  any 
farm  commodity  owned  or  controlled  by  it  at  any 
price  not  prohibited  by  this  section.  In  determin- 
ing sales  policies  for  basic  agricultural  commodities 
or  storable  nonbasic  commodities,  the  Corporation 
should  give  consideration  to  the  establishing  of  such 
poUcies  with  respect  to  prices,  terms,  and  conditions 
as  it  determines  will  not  discourage  or  deter  manu- 
facturers, processors,  and  dealers  from  acquiring 
and  carrying  normal  inventories  of  the  commodity 
of  the  current  crop.  The  Corporation  shall  not  sell 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity  or  storable  non- 
basic  commodity  at  less  than  5  per  centum  above 
the  current  support  price  for  such  commodity,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges:  Provided,  That  effec- 


tive with  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  for 
the  1961  crop,  the  Corporation  shall  not  sell  any 
upland  or  extra  long  staple  cotton  for  unrestricted 
use  at  less  than  15  per  centum  above  the  current 
support  price  for  cotton  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges,  except  that  the  Corporation  may.  In  an 
orderly  manner  and  so  as  not  to  affect  market  prices 
unduly,  sell  for  unrestricted  use  at  the  market  price 
at  the  time  of  sale  a  number  of  bales  of  cotton 
equal  to  the  number  of  bales  by  which  the  national 
marketing   quota  for  such  marketing  year  is  re- 
duced below  the  estimated  domestic  consumption 
and  exports  for  such  marketins  year  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  1342  of  this  title:  Provided 
further.  That  beginning  August  1.  1964.  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  may  sell  upland  cotton 
for  unrestricted  use  at  not  less  than  105  per  centum 
of  the  current  loan  rate  for  such  cotton  under  sec- 
tion 1444(a)   of  this  title  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges:  Provided,  That  the  (Corporation  shall  not 
sell  any  of  its  stocks  of  wheat,  com,  grain  sorghum, 
barley,  oats,  and  rye,  respectively,  at  less  than  115 
per  centum  of  the  current  national  average  loan  rate 
for  the  commodity,  adjusted  for  such  cun^nt  market 
differentials  reflecting  grade,  quality,  location,  and 
other  value  factors   as   the  Secretary   determines 
appropriate,    plus    reasonable    carrying    charges. 
The  foregoing  restrictions  shall  not  apply  to   (A) 
sales  for  new  or  byproduct  uses;  (B)  sales  of  peanuts 
and  oilseeds  for  the  extraction  of  oil;  (C)  sales  for 
seed  or  feed  if  such  sales  wiU  not  substantially  im- 
pair any  price-support  program:  (D^  sales  of  com- 
modities which  have  substantially  deteriorated  in 
quality  or  as  to  which  there  is  a  danger  of  loss  or 
waste  through  deterioration  or  spoilage;   (E)   sales 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  claims  arising  out  of 
contract  or  against  persons  who  have  committed 
fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  other  wrongful  acts  with 
respect  to  the  commodity;  <P)  sales  for  export;  (G) 
sales  of  wool;  and  (H)  sales  for  other  than  primary 
uses.    Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  the  Corpora- 
tion, on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  shall  make  available 
any  farm  commodity  or  product  thereof  owned  or 
controlled  by  it  for  use  in  relieving  distress  (1)  In 
any  area  In  the  United  States  including  the  Virgin 
Islands  declared  by  the  President  to  be  an  acute 
distress  area  because  of  unemployment  or  other 
economic  cause  if  the  President  finds  that  such  use 
will  not  displace  or  interfere  with  normal  marketing 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  (2)   in  connection 
with  any  major  disaster  determined  by  the  President 
to  warrant  assistance  by  the  Federal  Government 
under  sections  1855  to  1855g  of  Title  42  and  shall 
make  feed  owned  or  controlled  by  it  available  at  any 
price  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  current 
basic  county  loan  rate  (or  a  comparable  price  it  there 
is  no  current  basic  county  loan  rate)  for  assistance 
in  the  preservation  and  maintenance  of  foundation 
herds  of  cattle  (including  producing  dairy  cattle), 
sheep  and  goats,  and  their  offspring,  in  any  area  of 
the  United  States  including  the  Virgin  Islands  where, 
because  of   flood,  drought,  fire,  hurricane,   eaith- 
quake,  storm,  disease,  insect  infestation,  or  other 
catastrophe  in  such  areas,  the  Secretary  determines 
that  an  emergency  exists  which  warrants  such  as- 
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21.2     USDA  PRESS  RELEASE,  MARCH  12.    1971 

UiaTED  STATSS  DZPASC.EiT  OF  AGRICULTJI^ 
■<  Washirsgton,  March  12,  I97I 

Secretary  Kardin  Announces  Milk  Support,  Dairy  Porchase  Prices  for  1971-72: 

Secretary  of  A.sriculture  Clifford  M.  Hardin  today  annovinced  the  support 
price  for  manufacturing  nilk  vdU  be  $ij-.66  per  hundredweight  in  the  1971-72 
marketing  yesir  beginning  April  1,  1971.  This  is  the  seae  as  for  the  present 
marketing  year. 

A  year  ago  the  dairy  price  support  was  increased  by  38  cents  per  hundred- 
weight. Secretary  Hardin  said  "this  -^-as  the  biggest  increase  that  has  ever 
been  r^de  at  the  begirixiir^  of  a  marketing  year.  This  was  done  because  milk 
production  was  declining,  and  it  was  in  keeping  with  our  obligation  under  the 
statutes  to  pro^/ide  s\ifficient  lailk  supplies  for  tha  1970's".  Follcwlng  this 
increase,  milk  production  moved  upward  Lr  1970.  ' 

In  making  this  annour.ceiient,  the  Secretary  said  he  realized  that  some 
dairyrr-en  believe  that  the  support  price  siruld  be  increased.  Hc-rever,  after 
careful  review  cf  the  situation  and  the  rr~/ision3  of  the  law,  Secretary 
Hardin  declared  that  he  felt  today's  acticn  was  in  the  lorig-term  best  interests 
of  the  dairy  producers. 

"The  long  tiae  well  being  of  dairyren,"  the  Secretary  declared,  "requires 
that  prices  be  kept  at  levels  which  '..-ill  perrit  the  overwhelning  proportion  of 
milk  to  clear  thro'jigh  ccmercial  markets.   rair:,T:en,  like  all  farm  producers, 
are  faced  with  increased  costs,  3ut  they  >r.~^  from  past  experience  that  they 
do  not  benefit  when  dairy  production  subs-antially  exceeds  desiand  and  excessive 
surpluses  pile  up  in  Goverrjnent  warehouses.  Vie   must  avoid  this," 

The  Secretary  also  arjio-onced  that  i-  -,vlll  be  necessary  to  purchase  cheese 
d'oring  the  coair-g  months  for  use  in  USDA  food  progr?ias.  With  these  purchases. 
Secretary  Kardin  said  that  he  believed  that  producer  prices  for  milk  would  be 
strengthened.  In  this  connection,  the  Secretary  pointed  out  that  on  March  10 
more.. than  2.5  million  pounds  of  cheese  was  purchased  and  bu^-ing  offers  are 
continuing. 

At  the  saiiie  time,  the  Secretary  no-ced  that  the  President  has  directed  the 
Tariff  Commission  to  conduct  an  immediate  investigation  under  section  22  on  the 
imports  of  Swiss  or  Zmmenthaler  cheese,  C-ruyere-prccess  cheese,  and  certain 
cheeses  classified  for  tariff  purposes  as  "Other"  cheese  having  a  purchase  price 
of  ^7  cents  per  pound  or  more.   The  Secretary  has  recommended  to  the  President 
that  this  action  be  tal^en  in  vie-^  of  the  sharp  increase  in  1970  of  the  imports 


(more) 
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or  those  cheeses  ar.d  the  need  to"  protect  the  price  support  for  niUc  in  the  face  . 
of  these  increasing  imoorts.  The  Tariff  Corrdssr.on  has  been  directed  to  exainine 
the  feasibility  af  continuing  the  present  price  oreak  system  of  controls  at 
dif.-erent  soecified  orice  levels,  including  prici  levels  which  may  fluctuate 
with  the  support  price  of  nil^t  as  well  as  the  f-.-a^ibility  of  quotas  for  cheeses 
at  all  price  levels.  , 

rne  t^ric.^t-ural  Act  of  1970  susT^er.ded  ur. til  April  1,  197^,  the  mandatory 
reauirer^ent  to  su^oort  butterfat  in  farr.- separated  crea:i.  Heaver,  Couimodaty 
Credit  Corporation' will  continue  to  bu^-  butter  as  veil  as  nonfat  dry  mlit  and 
cheese  to  carry  out  the  price  support  objective  for  rn^nufacturing  niilk. 

As  a  res-olt  of  the  change  in  the  lav,  CCC's  p-urcliase  prices  for  butter  are 
reduced  by  about  2  cents  X5er  iDo-ond.  The  Secretary  expressed  the  hope  that  the 
i.iwer- price  for  butter  wo'uld  result  in  higher  cor^rcial  consuispxion  and  reduced 
CCC  p.archases  and  stocks.  CCC  ncr^  has  large  inventories  of  butter  whichtotal 
about  100  cillion  pounds.  The  laver  but-er  price  is  being  offset  by  an  increase 
of  1.2  cents  a  pc^^d  in  the  purchase  price  of  nonfat  dry  mili.  This  ^comomatxon 
of  butter  and  n^~.-der  ^Drices  will  enable  manufacturing  plants  to  pay  larr.ers,  on 
the  average,  the  support  price  of  $^.66  ver   hundred-.-eight  for  niLu 

.  -Prices  received  by  farmers  for  manufacturing  millc  (adjusted  to  average 
mii:<fat  content)  averaged  $U.72  per  hur.ired-.-eighx  during  April  19/0  -  ^anuaiy  1971. 

The  support  price  is  for  miUc  of  average  nllkfat  content  (approxiiaately 
3.67  percent) . 
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Th2  support  buying  prices  for  "iae   1971-72  =ar:^etiruj  year  vill     ^e; 


Purchased  azd  -  ?urc':ia3ad  o:: 

•prcduced  "oai'crs  or  a.f^t!r 

April  1,   19"^1  A-orll  1,   1971 

•    •    •    caawS  izsT  Xb.      •    •.  • 


Butter.   U.5.   C:-ad3  A  or  hisrbsr; 


t;ev  -.'Drk,   N.Y.,   and  Jerssy  City 

and  vre--ark,   li.J.  70.75  63.75 

California,  Alaska,   and  Hct.-aii  70.00  *     67-75 

Wasi-.in^jto::  and  Oregon  1/  67-75 

Arizona,   ?i2w' Mexico,  Te>:as^   Lo'oislana, 

Misiils-rlp-sl,  Alabana,  Georgia,   Florida, 

and  ScctL* Carolina  69.75  67-75 

'     U.S.   Gradq  3:        2  cents  par  po\:;nd  lass  than  for  U.   S.   Grada  A 

The   p;-ic2  zf  suttar  located  £.t  any  otner  point  vill  be  tbe  price  at  a 
desi5iii:t,ed  xar';at^   either  :;ev  Ycrii,   Seattle.,   cr  San  Francisco,   less  30 
per:?r.t  v,:"   ir.e  love^t  p'-bli^Iiei  do-testic  rilli-ca^i    freignt  rate  -par  po\:nd 

;r  c,  o::,G-r>3  pound  carlct,   in  s-'fect  at  the  be.'^innin^     of  this 


,   i.^^  ^>«.v.-  ^>.ier  point  to  tne  iesi^nated  market  naned  by  zha 


Se  L—'2~  • 


Prcduced  cefore   Prcduced  cn/or  af^sr 
At-11  1,  1971      April  1,  1971 
.  .  .  cents  per  lb.  .  .  . 

Cnsd'5-ir  c-eece  U.S.  r.rac'.e  A  oc*  '  . 

Si:r::^r.  o'.:ini':.rc;  r^Jl;T.ure" "^lols  '  ^2.0  52.0 

I^'C--.:'!;  cr-/  til.-;  (.i-ray)  U.S.   Zrctra 
.^r-sd.-;    /r,:iz  not  no  re  t.j^:i  3.^  percent 

^0-po'j.^±  0*^52,  viv,b.  sealed 
closures 

1/   Calo  cltiied  by  '.ise  of  freisat  rates. 


27.2  23. it 
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FOH  OFFICIAL  USE  CTILY 

U?;TIL  ??-£35  ?.£L^^s"S~I3  ISSUED 

SECtjaS  STOPAOS  Fi:2,UI?i:D 


SUMMARY  1 1 

1  '■ 
Milk  Price  Support  Prograa,  1971-72,  MCP  98a 

A   The  docket  authorizes  a  milk  price  support  prograjn  by _ establishing 
■   n  price  for  manufacturing  .-Tdlk  of  i-.=o  per  hundredweignt,  the 
same  level  as  for  the  1970-71  marke-ing  year. 

B   The  docket  differs  fron  prior  years  In  that  it  does  not  provide 

for  supT^orting  butterfat  in  farrr.-sep^-a.ed  crea.-n   The  requirement 
to  support  butterfat  was  suspended  =y  ^he  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970-. 


CALL  SIDNSY  COKZTf,  E^^ISION  U037 
IF  MORS  ErFORMATIOM  IS  irESDSD 


FOR  OiTICIAL  USE  ONLY 


^■r^ 


rr 
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memor.-\:n-xOu.m  for  thI:  president 


•  •  •  ■ 

SUBJECT:  Meeting  v.ith  IS  Key  Dairy  Industry  Pcr.sonncl  -"- 

yVssociatcci 'Milk  Producers,  Inc. )  *  ''-^l.>^ 

Cabinet  Room  ^t^ 

Tuesday,    March  23  ^  * 

10:30  a.m.     (p^minutes)  •     ^. 

r 

I.       PURPOSE:     To  hear  tlieir Views  on  recent  decisions/by  the  Adminisi- 
tration  on  dairy  products. 


n.      DACKGROUXD; 

The  dairy  lobby  has    become  very  strong  —  a  very  large  doopcrativa 

organized  labor,  to  spend  a  lot  of  political  monay.     Pat  Hillings  and 
Murray  Chotiner,   for  example,  are  involved.  ■-,- 

By  April  1  each  year,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  annidnces  their 
decision  on  milk  price  supports.     The  lobbying  {Senators. X^illcr  and 

r Curtis,  Speaker  Carl  Albert,   Wilbur  Mills,  etc. )  has  been  intense -this 
year.     On  March  12,   you  approved  the  recommendation  of  Secretary 
Hardin,  Gcorse  Shultz,   John  EhrlichiTian  and  Jfotc  Peterson,  and.USDA 
announced  a  three -part  package  to: 

*:  1.     Hold  the  support  price  for  manufactured  milk-afc  S-1.  66."nor.-h^indecd 
weight  for  the  1971-72  marketing  year  begi.-uung  April  1,    1971, '(this  is 
nov/  about  SO.  5%  of  parity).     The  lobby  v.anted  $5.  05  per  hundred  wci-ht 
which  would  be  about  87.  2%  of  parity.     The  Administration  was  concerned 
that  further  increases  in  the  price  of  milk  (increased  $.  33  or  9%  last  year) 
would  result  in  over  production,  plus  a  possible  ponny-pcr-quart  increass 
in  the  price  of  milk; 

2.     USDA  announced  purchase  of  cheescsfor  the  USDA  food  (scl-.ool 
lunch)  program; 


..c....     .,U2STI,CT  Sm^  W  U,,,H  RJOHT  HMU  COMEH  STATES  »TM  ,H,S1UE,T  HAS  SEEN  THIS." 
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3,     USDA  noted  chat  70U  directed  the  Tariff  Coirunisaion  to  conduct 
an  ir.'.:r.0'-i:-tc  Ir.vcr  . :_::•.: l".-.  v. .-. r'. 2 r  Sjc'.Lo:i  22  on  tho  :r.-.p:>i-t3  of  choess 
because-  of  the  sharp  1970  increase  in  cheese  imports  and  the  need  to 
protect  the  Trice  sv.pports  fc  r  rr.ilk  in  the  face  of  these  increasing  imports. 


Finally,    last  v/eck.    Congress  (at  Carl  Albert's  instigation) 'started  talk 
of  introducing  a  bill  to  set  milk.prices  at  SSfa  of  parity.     Albert  obviously 
sees  "a  "ood  thins.  •'    Page  Belc;her  is  concerned  that  the  Democratic 
leaderslii?,   to  embarrass  you,   could  get  enough  liberal  sugport  for  the 
bill  (in  spite  of  the  penny-per-quart  increase  in  the  price  of  milk  from, 
tWc  consumer  vie'^-point)  combined  with  rural  Republican  Congressmen  who 
don't  want  to  take  the  heat  to  pass  the  bill  and  confront  you.-witli.a  very 
tough  veto  situation. 

John  Ehrlichman,   George  Shultz,   Don  Rice,   Heftry  Cashen  and  John 
Whitakcr  met  with  Secretary  Hardin  and  Under  Secretary  Phil  Campbell 
on  this  problem  last  Friday  and  recommended  that  you  appear  in  this  meeting 
to  hold  the  lii'.e,   listen  to  their  arguments  and  then  await  developments  on  the 
bill  in  the  next  two  weeks  to  see  if  the  Democrats  can  move  the  bill. 

001235 

m^  ACTIONS  REQUIRED: 

Enter  the  Cabinet  Room,   go  around  the  table  meeting  thenn, (Harold  Nelson,. 
General  Manager  of  Associated  Milk  Producers  and  David  P£rr  are  the  two 
key  "movers"  although  the  Association  President,   John  Butterbrodt  sviU 
~also  be  there.     See  Tab  A  for  attendees).     VHien  you  sit  do\\.Ti,  Secretary 
Hardin  and  Under  Secretary  Phil  Cam.pbell  will  be  on  your  right  and  Mr. 
Butterbrodt  on  your  left. 

1 

rv.  POINTS  or  discussion: 

You  might  wish  to  make  an  opening  statement  (sec  Tab  B)  and  then.tosa 
the  ball  to  Hardin. 

Tab  C  is  a  Fact  Sheet  on  the  group  prepared  by  Under  Secretary  Campbell- 


t 
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Administration  of  Richard  Nixon 

PRESIDENTIAL  DOCUMENTS 

Week  Ending  Saturday,  Xovember  24,  1973 


Upper  Great  Lakes  Regional 
Commission 

Announcement  of  Intention  To  Nominate 
Raymond  C.  Anderson  To  Be  Federal  Cochairman. 
November  16,  1973 

The  President  today  announced  his  intention  to  nomi- 
nate Raymond  C.  Anderson,  of  Maple  City,  Mich.,  to 
be  Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Upper  Great  Lakes 
Regional  Commission.  He  will  succeed  Thomas  F. 
Sch\veigert,  who  became  Alternate  Federal  Member  of  the 
Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  on  September  6,  1973. 

From  1969  to  1971,  Mr.  Andenon  served  as  executive 
assistant  to  Michigan  Gov.  William  G.  MiUiken.  He  has 
been  retired  since  1971  and  was  also  retired  from  1964 
to  1969.  From  1959  to  1964,  he  served  as  administrative 
assistant  to  then-Congressman  Robert  P.  Griffin,  from 
1932  to  1959,  he  was  administrative  assistant  to  Senator 
Charles  E.  Potter  of  Michigan,  and  he  was  administrative 
assistant  to  Congressman  Roy  O.  Woodruff  of  Michigan 
from  1937  to  1944  and  from  1946  to  1952. 

He  was  bom  on  March  5,  1912,  in  Grand  Rapids, 
Mich.  Mr.  Anderson  was  graduated  from  Grand  Rapids 
Junior  College  in  1932.  From  1944  to  1946,  he  served 
as  an  officer  in  the  U.S.  Navy. 

NOTE:   The  announcement  was  released  at  Key  Biscayne,  Fla. 


Associated  Press  Managing 
Editors  Association 

The  President's  Remarks  in  a  Question-and- Answer 
Session  fit  the  Association's  Anrrual  Coni't'ntion  in 
Orlr.nd'j,  Florida.     November  17, 1973 

The     President.     Pre;iiier<t    Qitinn    and    ladies    and 
qentUmen: 


\\  hen  Jack  Homer ,'  who  has  been  a  correspondent 
in  vVashington  and  other  places  around  the  world,  retired 
after  40  years,  he  once  told  me  that  if  I  thought  that  the 
\Vhite  House  Press  Corps  answered  (asked)  tough  ques- 
tions, he  (I)  should  hear  the  kind  of  questions  the  manag- 
ing editors  asked  him.  Consequently,  I  welcome  this 
opportunity  tonight  to  meet  with  the  managing  editors  of 
the  Nation's  newspapers. 

I  ^^dlI  not  have  an  opening  statement  because  I  know, 
w:*Ji  400  of  you,  it  will  be  hard  to  get  through  all  of  the 
questions  you  have,  and  I  understand  the  President  has  a 
prerogati%  e  of  asking  the  first  question. 

Mr.  Quinn  [John  C.  Quinn,  Gannett  NevirspapeTs,  and  ■ 
president.  Associated  Press  Managing  Editors  Associa- 
tion] 

Watergate  and  the  Future 

Q.  Mr.  President,  this  morning.  Governor  Askew  of 
Florida  addressed  this  group  and  recalled  the  words  of 
Benjamin  Franklin.  When  leaving  the  Constitutional 
Convention  he  was  asked,  "What  have  you  given  us,  sir,  a 
m.cnaxch  or  a  republic?"  Franklin  answered,  "A  republic, 
sir.  if  you  can  keep  it." 

Mr.  President,  in  the  prevailing  pessimism  of  the  linger- 
ing matter  we  call  Watergate,  can  we  keep  that  republic, 
sir.  and  how? 

The  Prestoent.  Well,  Mr.  Quinn,  I  would  certainly 
no:  be  standing  here  answering  these  questions  unless  I  had 
a  £rm  belief  that  we  conld  keep  the  republic,  that  we  must 
keep  it,  not  only  for  iurselves,  but  for  the  whole  world. 
I  recognize  that  because  of  mistalies  that  were  made,  and 
I  must  take  responsibility  for  those  mistakes,  whether  in 
the  campaign  or  during  the  coucoe  of  an  administration, 
tha:  there  are  those  who  wonder  whether  this  republic  can 
sur.-i\e.  But  I  also  know  that  the  hopes  of  the  whole 
wcrld  for  peace,  not  only  now,  but  in  the  years  to  come, 
resT=  in  the  United  States  of  .America.  And  I  can  assure  you 
tha:  as  long  as  I  am  physically  able  to  handle  the  position 
to  ■.■■hich  I  was  elected,  and  then  reelected  List  November. 


Oj.-r.eu  D.  lja4-k)  Homer  v^:\»  a  reporter  w-th  the  W.is.^.ingtcn 
,:  rVom  i937  until  his  rct!rrm*-nt  in  November  1973.  Since 
't  he  was  ^Vhite  Hou.sc  correspondent  for  that  newspaper. 
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PTi'JO'WIM.   OOC'.''' 


J1CHJ90  t^^■^o,^,  I'.'S 


\V-iat  I  p'obabiv  \viU  do  is  to  do  a  little  writin,?.  I  m'J 
poc  do  any  speaking.  I  have  made  enough  speeches  in  a 
y.-ar  to  last  mo'^t  people  for  a  lifetime,  particularly  nv 

audiences.  ,  ... 

And  30,  under  the  circumstances,  what  I  prooabiy  w.ll 
do  will  be  do  some  writing,  and  perhaps  contribute  lo 
bettering  the  political  process.  Let  me  just  s^Y  t^'s: 
Neither  party  is  without  fault  in  the  campai^^  of  197^— 
quite  a  bit  of  violence  on  the  other  side,  I  never  spoko 
anyplace  without  getting  a  pretty  good  workmg  over. 

Neither  partv  was  without  fault  with  regard  to  the  ?.- 
nancin<r.  They  raised  $36  million,  and  some  of  that,  like 
some  of  oui^,  came  from  corporate  sources  and  was  illegr,: 
because  the  law  had  been  changed,  and  apparently  people 
didn't  know  it. 

And  as  far  as  Congressmen  and  Senators  are  con- 
cerned, they  will  all  teU  you  that  with  the  new  laws  and 
so  forth,  there  ought  to  be  some  changes. 

I  think  that  if  we  can't  get  the  Congress  to  act  on  the 
proposal  I  gave  to  them  6  months  ago  to  provide  a  com- 
mission to  set  up  new  rules  for  campaign  contributions— 
limitin"  them— new  rules  for  campaign  procedures,  then 
after  fleave  office,  I  am  going  to  work  for  that,  because 
I  don't  want  to  be  remembered  as  the  man  who  maybe 
brou<^ht  peace  for  the  first  time  in  12  yeai^,  who  opened 
to  China,  who  opened  to  Russia,  maybe  avoided  a  war 
in  the  Mideast,  maybe  if  we  can  continue  it,  cut  un- 
emplovment  do%vn  for  the  first  time  in  I  &  years,  for  the 
first  time  in  peacetime  it  Ls  down  to  4/2  percent.  It  was 
never  at  that  level,  never  below  5  percent  in  the  sixties, 
any  time  in  the  sixties,  neither  the  Kennedy  nor  the 
Johnson  Administration  except  during  the  war  ycars^ 

I  want  to  be  remembered,  I  ^vou^d  trust,  as  a  President 
that  did  his  best  to  bring  peace,  and  also  did  his  best  to 
brin<r  a  degree  of  prosperity,  perhaps  a  contnbution  m 
the  energy ^field,  in  the  en\nronmental  field,  but  also  one 
who  diti  his  best,  when  his  own  campaign  got  out  of 
hand,  to  do  everything  possible  to  see  that  other  cam- 
paigns didn't  get  out  of  hand  in  the  future. 
Now  we  will  go  to  the  m  ilk  case. 

The  Milk  Case 

Mr.  Ouin'N-  Mr.  President,  APME  would  like  to  ask 
you  abojt  the  milk  case,  but  our  60-minute  commitment 
of  time  has  run  out.  APME  appreciates  your  appearance 

f;efnre  us  this  evening  and  we  thank 

The  President,  f  will  take  the  time.  Televisions,  keep 
me  on  just  a  minute.  [Lauahter] 
Q.  Thank  you. 

T.-^iE  President.  It  is  a  lousy  movie  anyway  tonight. 
'La^'nltier] 

The  reason  the  milk  ca-e  question— and  this  will  be  the 
rv.r  I  u  ill  take— ou-nt  to  h.-  asked,  as  it  is,  is  that  just  some 
.iv.iij  nin-  people  aro  getting  a  b.td  rap  about  it.  And  I 
.•m  r,.,t  referring  about  invs,-If.  T  ain  referring  a-bout  people        '. 
U-   :h-  .\iUninistration.  Thcv  hive  had  John  Conr.aUy 

Volun.    IS: 


down.  They  have  run  him  around  the  track.  I  guess  they 
are  going  to  have  C.lifT  Hardin  down,  and  Pete  Peterson, 
and  all  the  rest. 

The  whole  charge  is  basicaliy  this:  That  this  Admin- 
istration, in  1971,  raised  the  support  price  for  milk  as  a 
quid  pro  quo  for  a  promise  by  the  milk  producers 
that  they  would  contribute  substantial  amounts,  any- 
where from  $100,000  to  $2  million  to  $10  million,  to  our 
campaign. 

'  Now  that  is  just  not  true.  I  will  tell  you  how  It  hap- 
pened—I was  there.  Cliff  Hardin,  in  the  spring  of  that 
vear,  came  in  and  said,  "The  miJk  support  prices  are  high 
enou!;h."  I  said,  "Al!  right,  Clifif,  that  is  your  recommen- 
dation, the  Department  of  Agriculture?"  He  said,  "Yes." 
Within  3  weeks  after  he  had  made  that  anr '  uncement. 
Congress  put  a  gun  to  our  head. 


Let  me  tell  you  what  it  was.  Republicans?  Uh-uh.  One 
hundred  and  two  members  of  Congress  siened  a  petition 
demanding  not  85  percent  of  parity,  but  a  90  percent  sup- 
port price,  and  23  members  of  the  Senate,  most  of  thern 
Democrats,  including  Senator  McGovem,  signed  a  peti- 
tion demanding— a  petition,  or  signed  a  bill,  which 
would  have  made  the  milk  support  price iienveen  85  and 
90  percent. 

So  I  talked  to  my  legislative  leaders,  and  I  said,  "Look 
here,  \vhat  I  am  concerned  about — what  I  am  concerned 
about— is  what  people  pay  for  that  milk,  and  I  don't 
want  to  have  that  price  jigged  up  here  if  wc  can  keeo  it 
and  get  the  supply  ^vith  the  present  support  price."  You 
know  what  I  ivas  told.  They  said.  "With  the  kind  of  heat 
ihat  we  are  getting  from  the  Congress,  there  is  no  way 
that  you  are  not  going  to  get  on  your  desk  a  bill — and 
-.hey  will  be  able  to  override  your  veto — that  will  raise 
the  support  price  probably  to  90  percent."  So,  we  said 
35  percent. 

.\nd  that  is  why  it  was  done  and  that  is  the  truth. 
Welt,  thank  you  ver>-  much,  gentlemen.  I  guess  that  is 
iTieend. 

•••OTE-  The  PrMident  spoke  at  7  p.rr.  in  the  Contemponry  Hotel, 
'.Valc  Disney  World,  Orlindo.  Fla.  Hi»  reaiarks  w«-  broadcast 
live  on  radio  and  television. 


Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia 

The  President's  Remarks  Upnn  Arrival. 
SovemberJ8,I973 

Thank  you  very  much.  Pat  and  I  ^s-ish  we  could  shake 
j,_  .  4^  ^vith  evcrv  person  who  has  been  so  ven-  kind  to  come 
c:  and  welcome  i!s  on  this  occasion,  hut  it  happens  that 
d :  -.-  nto\^■n  there  is  -r'-.ing  to  l-.c  a  very  special  r ercm.->nv,  as 
v-.u  know,  tor  I'.ic  'JOth  b'-thdav  of  the  man  v,  c  affcc- 
r-:.--..Mp|v  c.-ll  'Undc  Cail  '  Vinson.  It  .-lUo  i^  the  tCOth 
.ir  .-;■. er^a'-v.  as  I  unders'.aiid  it,  of  ;he  Mercer  Lnw  Srhoo!, 
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22.     From  early  March  1971  through  March  25,  1971  dairy  cooperative 
attorneys  and  representatives  contacted  Administration  officials  to  urge 
that  the  President  increase  milk  supports  above  the  level  set  by  Secretary 
Hardin.  Murray  Chotiner.  who  resigned  as  Special  Counsel  to  the  President 
on  March  4.  1971  and  was  retained  by  AMPI  shortly  thereafter,  spoke  with 
John  Ehrlichman.  John  Whitaker,  Charles  Colson.  and  Colson's  assistant 
Henry  Cashen  to  urge  that  the  milk  price  support  level  be  increased.   Jake 
Jacobsen.  another  AMPI  attorney,  met  with  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Connally. 
Bob  Lilly,  the  secretary  of  AMPI' s  political  trust,  has  testified  that  in 
March  1971  Secretary  Connally  told  him  that  an  increase  in  milk  price 
supports  was  "in  the  bag."  Connally  has  denied  making  this  statement  or 
meeting  with  AMPI  officials  between  March  12.  1971  and  March  25.  1971.   AMPI 
representatives  Nelson.  Parr  and  Harrison  have  testified  that  campaign 
contributions  were  not  discussed  as  a  quid  pro  quo  to  the  price  support 
increase. 


Page 

22.1   Memorandum  from  Marion  Harrison  to  John 


Whitaker,  March  19,  1971  (received  from  SSC) 
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22-2   Letter  from  Marion  Harrison  to  Charles  Colson. 

March  10,  1971  (received  from  White  ^^^ 
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22  3   Letter  from  Marion  Harrison  to  Charles  Colson. 

March  11.  1971.  with  attachments  (received  from        ^^^ 
White  House) 

22.4  Dwight  Morris  testimony,  SSC  Executive  Session,        ^^^ 
March  11 ,  1974 .  23 

22.5  Murray  Chotiner  deposition,  Nader  v.   Butz,  ^^^ 
December  28,  1972,  6-11,  21-23 
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S2.1     MARION  HARRISON  MEMORAIWUM.   MAiiCH  19.    1971 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by  LAW  OFFICES 

House  Judlrtarv  Committee  staff  REEVES  &  HARRISON 

SUITE  500 

MoT-ion  1701  Pennsylvania  Avenue,   N.W. 

MarionTai"  Harrison  WASHINGTON,   D.C.     20006 

Gene  Reeves  o  nnon                                         of  counsel 

Robert  F.   Sagle  ^™%uS76^cS                                         ^^  "•    ^<^^^^-' 

Myron^ter  'f^l,"^^^^        ■                                 Patric.  J.  Hillings 

Judy  R.  Potter  ^"^ 

March  19,  1971 


MEMORANDUM  TO  THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  C.  WHITAKER 

Re :  85i  of  Parity  for  Dairy  Industry 
April  1.  1971 

Goal.  The  dairy  industry  wanted  the  Secretary 
of  Agricult^  to  set  parity  at  $5-05  per  hundredweight, 
Shich  equals  Q%  of  parity,  for  the  year  beginning  April  1, 
1971. 

^+*,^„A.   nf  dairy  industry.  Parity  was  set  at 
$U.66,  which  then  equalled' Bbi,  in  Wch  ^970,  effective 
Lril  1,  1970.  To  continue  85%  of  parity,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  set  the  dollar  price  at  $5-05  to  compensate 
TorlToJt  Gi   inflation.  The  dairy  industry  is  vigorously 
op^sed  to  cutting  the  parity  ratio  and  thus  wants  parity 
set  at  $5.05- 

Attitude  of  Secretary.  By  statute  the  Secretary 
can  set  parity  at  any  figure  which  equals  from  75%  to  90%. 
L^t  yea?  SeSetarTHardin  favored  85%.  Budget  Director 
£yo  Ld  others  were  opposed,  on  the  ground  it  ^^1^  cost 
So  much.  85%  won  out.  This  year  the  f -^f.^^.^^^^f.^^e, 
strongly  against  85%.  His  reasoning  ^%*'^^*^i^^„^°?2^"if 
85%  parity  would  result  in  excessive  production  and  1,2)   if 
need^  for  political  reasons,  parity  could  be  raised  back 
to  85%  at  a  later  date. 

Mov^h  IP,  1Q71  announcement.  On  March  12  the 
Secretary  set  parity  for  the  f  ^^^^eginning  Apm  1  agaj^ 
at  $1|.66,  which  now  equals  only  about  80%  of  Pf^^y;  "^ 
Director  Schultz  strongly  favored  keeping  $l+.66.  The  dairy 
industry  reaction  has  been  most  unfavorable. 


Indistinct  document  retyped  oy 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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22. 1     MARION  HARRISON  MEMORANDUM.   MARCH  19.    1971 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by  -  2  - 

House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 

Economic  considerations.  This  is  a  political 
question  and  requires  a  political  answer.  To  more  than 
review  economic  considerations  is  dangerous.  However, 
there  is  no  economic  problem.  USDA's  own  figures  show 
that  total  dairy  product  consumption  increased  1.6^  dur- 
ing the  third  quarter  I970  over  the  third  quarter  I969 
and  increased  0.8fo  in  the  fourth  quarter  I970  over  the 
fourth  quarter  I969.  USDA's  figures  show  further  that 
consumption  dropped  in  I968  and  I969  and  then  dramatic- 
ally turned  around,  rising  O.ki   in  I97O.  Thus,  the  con- 
tention that  maintaining  85^  of  parity  would  result  in 
over  production  and  decreased  consumption  is  proved  er- 
roneous by  use  of  USDA's  own  figures.  In  addition,  for 
the  past  seven  years,  USDA's  figures  have  had  to  be  ad- 
Justed  about  six  months  after  their  publication,  the  ad- 
justment usually  resulting  in  higher  consumption  and 
lower  production  figures.  Hence,  the  announced  increase 
for  the  third  and  fourth  quarters  of  I970  is  very  likely 
actually  to  be  greater  when  the  final  figures  are  analyzed. 

Political  considerations.  Dairy  industry  leader- 
ship has  been  very  materially  assisting  the  Nixon  Administra- 
tion tangibly  and  intangibly.  Farmers  voted  Democratic  in 
1970,  principally  on  economic  grounds.  Since  then  the  Ad- 
ministration was  beginning  to  project  a  more  decisive  pro- 
agriculture  image.  To  reduce  parity  now  is  to  undo  the 
good  which  was  being  done.  To  reduce  parity  now  and  then 
attempt  to  increase  it  effective  April  1,  I972  is  political 
dynamite  because  (l)  the  purpose  would  be  transparent  and 
(2)  the  increase  at  that  time  would  result  in  a  price  in- 
crease to  consumers  (which  it  would  not  if  parity  were  set 
at  $5.05  for  April  1,  1971  and  continued  at  $5.05  for  April 
Ij  1972).  The  increase  -  if  there  is  to  be  one  -  must  come, 
or  at  least  be  announced,  within  the  next  few  weeks.  There 
is  strong  Democratic  support  on  the  Hill,  apparently  led  by 
Speaker  Albert,  to  legislate  85^.  This  may  be  an  attempt 
to  sandbag  the  President,  ruining  him  with  dairy  farmers  if 
he  opposes  or  vetoes  the  bill,  giving  the  Democrats  credit 
if  he  signs  it  or  administratively  raises  parity.  Ironic- 
ally, until  March  12,  the  dairy  industry  has  gotten  from 
this  Administration  substantially  what  it  wanted  although, 
unfortunately,  always  after  a  vigorous  effort. 

Conclusion.  For  political,  if  no  other,  reasons, 
parity  must  again  be  set  at  85/0,  even  if  the  President  has 
to  do  it.  the  President's  name,  not  the  Secretary's,  is  on 
the  ballot. 


A/ 

MARION  EDWIN  HARRISON 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 
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22. 1     MARIOn  HARRISON  MEMORANDUM.   MARCH  19.    1971 

LAV--  orrr;L"0 

Rii>;vr;.s  i''-;    jIat^/^tso-V 

S  U  1  T  r    "^  O  O 


O^   COW»5CW 


,..c..-  r:-w-N  -"•■■— ••  WASSINGTON.O    C.    2000G.  >„„„„=,o-.«^ 


March' 19,  1971 


HEKOR/.KDUM  TO  THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  C.  KHITAKEll 


Re:   85%  of  Parity  for  Dairy  Industry      • 
April  1,  1971 : 

Goal.   Th-e  dairv  industry  v.'anted  the  Secretari' 
of  AnriculFuri  to  set  parity  at  $5.05  per  hundredv;eight, 
v.-hich  equals  85%  of  parity,  for  the  year  begi.nning  .^pril  1, 
1971.   '  - 

^,+.4--;  j-,i/5^  ^-F  '^■^ir'''  •<  nf.u'^t'^y .   P?'^7ti''  ".-.'ns  ret  ='t 
Si   -66,  which  theriecTualled  m,    in  March  1970,  effective 
Anvil  1,  1970.   To  continue  85a  of  parity,  it  would  be 
n'^'cessa'-y  to  set  the  dollar  orice  at  $5.05  .to  coinoensate 
for  about  G^s   inflation.   The  dairy  industry  is  vigorcusly 
opposed. to  cutting  the  parity  ratio  and  thus  wants  parity, 
set  at  $5.05..  •  . 

"tti'^uc^?  oi   Socrct?rv.   By  s.tatute  the  Secretary 
can  set  cs^H^^T^^igure'^ich  sruaas  frcrr.  75%  to  90=.. 
Lcst  veil-  Sacrstarv  Hardin  favored  85^.;  Budget  Director 
r-t"o  arcl  c-t-ers  -..-e-G  o-oosed,  en  the  ground  it  would  .cost 
too  rcuch.   S5u  v:on  out'.'  This  year  the  S-screrary  leaned 
strcnalv  arainst  851.   His  reasoning  -.vas  that  (1)  continued 
85^  parity 'v;ou Id  result  in  excessive  production  and  (2)  if 
need  be  for  political  reasons,  parity  could  be  raised  back 
to  8  5'..  at  a  later  date. 

r-'a'-ch  ]2,  1Q71  ann-^v-incer-ient.   On  "arch  12  the 
Soc;-et:a-v  ^i  'larltv^for  the  --ear  beginning  April  1  again 
::'"?■■'.■'?.'  '..-hich  nnv;  e--^uals  only  about  80^  cf  parity.   0::b 
Di'-T-CTtc-r ':-;chultz  stronalv  favored  kireping  f-I.GG.   The  dairy 
incluLtrv  r£::.ction  has  bacn  "oct:  unfavorable. 
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22.1     MARIOfI  HARRISON  MEMORANDUM,   MARCH  19.    1971 
-    2    - 


EcOTior.ic    cons: 


aerations.  Tk-^s 
c.nsL;er. 


a 


<-tica.l 


cucztion    and   yequirss    r;  pclitical    ans-^^er.       To  rioro  than 
reviev;  ecOT.orr.ic    considerations  is  dangerouo.   Hcv.-ever, 
there  is  no  econorrdc  problerr..   USDA's  ov.-n  figures  sho--? 
that  total  dairy  product  con&ui.iption  increased  1.6%  dur- 
ing the  t>iird  quarter  1970  over  the  third  quarter  19  69 
and  increased  O.S^d  in  the  -fourth  quarter  1970  over  the 
fourth  quarter  1969.   USDA's  figures  shov.'  further  that 
consunnption  dropped  in  1S6S  and  1969  and  fnen  dran.atic- 
ally  turned  around,  rising' 0.4°-  in  1970.   Tfius,  tiie  con- 
tention that  maintaining  85%  of  parity  V.'otild  result  in 
over  production  and  decreased  consumption  is  proved  er- 
roneous by  use  of  USD.-.'s  ovs-n  figures.   In  addition,  for 
the  past  "seven  years,  USDA's  figures  have  had  to"  be  £.d- 
justed  about  six  rr.onths  after,  their  publication,  the  ad- 
justment usually  resulting  in  higher  consurr^ption  and. 
lover  production  figures.   Hence,  the  announced  increase 
for  the  third  and  fourth  quarters  of  1970  is  very  likely 
actually  to  be  greater  v;hen  the  final  figures  are  analyzed. 


Political  considerations. 


ship  has  been  very  materially 
tion  tangibly  and  intangibly. 


Dairy  industry  leader- 
ing  the  Kixon  Adi^.inistra- 


issis 
Farmers  voted  DeiV.ocratic  in 


'-'ii  ^i^^^J  I  i^^in^'^      t-j  X  v./ u.  i  i\-t  .P  . 


^j-i-ii^c:   u;i-v_ti 


_iie  r-.vj  — 


Ttii  nistra  tion  v.'as  beginning  to  project  a  irnre  cer-iiiive  oro- 
agriculture  image.   To  reduce  parity  no-.v  is  to  undo  the 
good  v;hich  v;as  being  done.   To  reduce  parity  nov.'  and  the.i 
atterript  to  increase  it  effective  April  1,  1972  is  political 
dynamite  because  (1)  the  purpose  v.-quIc  be  transpr,r-ar.t  and 
(2)  the  increa.se  at  that  tine  "..•ould  result  in  a  price  in- 
crease to  consumers  (v.'hich  it  v.-ould  not  if  parity  v.-ere  set 
"at  $5.05  for  .■■.pril  1,  1971  and  continued  .=5t  S5.05  for  April 
1,  1972).   The  increase  -  if  there  is 'tc,  ba  o.is  -  r.ust  con-:;-:, 
or  at  least  be  announced,  v.'ithin  the  i^ext  fev^  v.'eeks .   There 
is  strong  Democratic  support  on  the  Kill,  apparently  led  by 
Speaker  Albert,  to  legislate  eSt.   This  r.ay  be  an  arteript 
to  sandbag  the  President,  ruining  him  v.-ith  dairy  farr:ers-  if 
he  opposes  or  vetoes  the  bill,  giving  the  DeT;Ocrats  credit 
if  he  signs  it  or  ad.T.inistratively  raises  parity.   Ironic- 
ally, until  I-:arch  12,  the  dairy  industry  has  gotten  froni 
this  .Administration  substantially  v;hat  it  \.-anted  although, 
unfortunately,  alv/ays  after  a  vigorous  effort. 


Cone]  uriion . 


■'or  political,  if  no  ether,  roason? , 


parity  must  ac;a.in  be  set    at  Cd'o,  oven  if  tl-.e  PrrGir-r-nz  hi..", 
to  do  it.   The  President's  name,  not  the   r.ocrstai'y '  r ,  is  en 
the  ballot. 


1  r  .^  t:  ir  T  c: , 
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22.2     MARION  HARRISON  LETTER,   MARCH  10.    1971.   WITH  ATTACHMENT 


u 


Lf-.VJ  o     ^  \-'r   . 

[<i:i.vi:y.  t<   "11a  uu:^.ox 

170I  prnrJOY:  vANtA  a\lwuc.n.w.      i.jf^,^ 
WASHINGTOrJ.  D.c.;?oooG        '3j^d 

CAOLC  '  fiCrvLAVV" 


March   10,    1971 


c 


Of  to*"-*?*. 


The  Honorable  Charlcj  VJ.  Colson 
Special  Counsel  to  the  President 
The  V'.'hite  House 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Re:   Political  Response  -  Agriculture 


^0203ii 


Deer  ChucJr : 

V/e  enclose  a  photocopy  of  an  article  froui  the 
February  22,  1971  isr,ue  of  the  Minot,  Worth  Dakota  News.- 
The  situation  nu-y  not  be  as  bad  as  the  author  indicates 
but  it  obviously  isn't  very  good. 

I  think  part  of  this  bad  iir.age,  to  the  extent 
it  is  bad,  can  be  corrected  by  the  things  we  are  vrorking 
on  together  and  part  of  it  can  be  corrected  by  more  dir- 
ect and  personal  appearances  of  the  President  m  agri- 
" cu] ture  areas.   When  he  comes  on  face- to-f ace  to  a  live 
audience,  he  goes  over  well  in  spite  of  the  fact  a  small 
number  of  malcontents  and  troublemakers  may  be  m  the 
audience. 

In  ccnucction  vith  iuidionces,  our  client  AMPI 
can  provide  uo  to  thousands  and  thousands  and  thousands 
of  friendly  farmers  and  their  families  anytime  such  an 
audience  is  desired.   We  can  do  this  almost  literally 
anywhere  in  the  North  Central  States,  the  Kio^vest  and 
the  South. 


<^-r 


v-\ 


M/cuXOi'!  KPWVN  li.<.:vlUSOI<l 
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22.2     MimT,   NORTH  DAKOTA  HEWS,   FEBRUARY  22,    1971,   ATTACHED  TO 
MARION  HARRISON  LETTER 
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Indistinct  document  retjrped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


March  11,  1971 


The  Honorable  Charles  W.  Colson 
Special  Counsel  to  the  President 
The  White  House 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Re:   Dairy  Industry  -  85%  of  Parity 

Dear  Chuck: 

You  think  "political"  as  I  do  so  you  can  under- 
stand the  enclosure.   Senator  Humphrey  has  put  a  speech 
in  the  RECORD  -  March  4,  1971,  page  S2478,  photocopy  en- 
closed -  which  blasts  the  Administration  as  though  noth- 
ing had  been  done  for  the  dairy  industry.   In  the  course 
of  the  blast,  he  does  hit  upon  some  things  that  need  to 
be  done. 

Mr.  Humphrey  can't  lose.  Anything  we  do  he  can 
attempt  to  take  credit  for.   Anything  we  don't  do  or  delay 
in  doing  he  can  damn  us  for  failing  to  do  or  for  delaying 
in  doing.   Of  course,  our  people  know  who  is  doing  what 
but  when  there  is  great  delay  in  doing  something,  it  en- 
courages somebody  like  Senator  Humphrey  to  take  advantage 
of  it  (for  which,  speaking  strictly  politically,  I  suppose 
one  cannot  blame  him) . 

Our  people  often  are  frustrated  -  I  know  I  am 
and  I  suspect  you  are  -  by  the  fact  that  we  have  been  able 
to  work  out  for  the  dairy  industry  more  or  less  what  it 
has  wanted  during  the  present  Administration  but  often 
the  strain  on  all  of  us  and  the  delay  are  so  great  that 
the  watermelon  does  not  seem  as  juicy  when  the  dairy  in- 
dustry finally  bites  into  it.   The  last  major  item  the 
industry  will  request  for  some  time  to  come,  other  than 
the  over-47(^  cheese  Proclamation,  is  85%  of  parity  for 
the  year  beginning  April  1,  1971.   The  sooner  that  gets 
announced,  the  sooner  somebody  like  Mr.  Humphrey  can  be 


Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Committee  staff 


(409) 


22.3     MARION  HABRISON  LETTER^   MARCH  U.    1974.    WITH  ATTAnmP.«'P<, 

Indistinct  document  retyped  by 
House  Judiciary  Connnlttee  staff 


Hon.  Charles  W.  Colson    -2-        March  11,  1971 


silenced.  There  are  some  Democrats  whom  we  can  keep  quiet 
publicly.  Mr.  Humphrey  Is  not  one  of  them.  When  he  sees 
an  Issue  or  the  appearance  of  an  Issue,  he  seizes  It. 
Perhaps  that  Is  one  of  the  prerogatives  of  not  having  the 
executive  responsibility. 

At  any  rate,  we  might  as  well  look  at  the  bad 
publicity  as  well  as  the  good,  so  whatever  it's  worth  the 
enclosure  might  Interest  you. 

Sincerely, 


MARION  EDWYN  HARRISON 


MEH:ek 

Enclosure 

cc:  Henry  C.  Cashen  II,  Esq. 
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March  11,    19  71 


The  Konor^nble  Charlos  V.".  Col-ior. 
Cpecial  Coun.^el  tc  the  Presidcr.t 

The  UhitG  liousa 
V.'ashinqton,    D.    C. 


Re:      D?:.r'. 


8  5'i   oU   Pi?.ritv 


Dear    Chuck : 

Vcu    thi-;;    ''rolitic"-!"    ?.5    I    Co   co  you   can   undar- 

111    Lhts    "i'COr.Li    -   I!:.-.;'.;  -: ,    Iv;^,  V"V-   .•.'^'.'/o,  cr.oi:c:cu-;y    en- 

clci=eci   -   v.-hich   bl^;t=  t;".-=  .".fr.'.i-riiitratiori  r.s   thov.'jh  r>o-':i-.- 

ing  lind  iDOcn  clone   Cz-  the   c'iry   i.-dustry.  In   t'-.e   cer.rse 

of    the  blest,    he   ccer-  hi.   u^cen   sen:^   thincj.-  th5.t  need   to 
be  doiic . 


Kr-,  Kurr.chrey   c?.r.'t   lose.      .-anything  v.'e  clo   he   can 
atte"pt   to    take   c.Tiii-    fcr.      .••..-.ythir.^   v,-c  don't  do   or   delay 
in   doir.v    lie   car.   d: "':".   v."    fcr    f?..\lir.r   to   dc   or   for   delayir.c' 
in  doinc.      Of   c3U-"i?i,    cur  reepie   kno'.."  v.'ho   is   dcir.g  v;hat 
but  \;he;i    ^hera    i3    :r;a\:   r: 
couracfei:    sor:ul;cdy    liky'" 
of  "it"    C-or   v.'hi'c;-.,    r-raa': 
or.c   cannot  bla:.".e   h-:.".)  . 


ii.;-.:r   !-:cr.et:i:  n^' ,    it  cn- 
:-::r   ;-:u:'ilh::c;y   to   taiie   advar. cage 
i-TriCwly- uoiitically',    1    su-ijpcsa 


Our   people   cfter.   are    fr'jGtratcd   -   I   kr.o'A-  I    ar?. 
and   I    yu£-;>cct  you   are    -    ";:y    -c/.e    :;act    that  v.-e  have   bee:',   able 
to  v/ork   out    for   tr.e    dairy   industry   r.-.orc   or   lc'r;3  v.-hat   it 
hai^   v.-antod   during    •:';•.:    pres^n~   .".d:.  inir-tration  but  often 
the    strain    or.    all    ei    u:;    an:"    -.he    c'-jlay   are    ho   great    that 
the   vatc:r:  .rjlon    dr.:v    nzL    5::;:\   aa    ;'uicy  \.::en    the   dairy    in-' 
du-t;-"    f;:::.-Jlv    z:-:.\i    in^e    :t.       ■;■::■    l.\:;t   nnjor    ifeni    ti-:e 


ii.disrtry    v.  i  i  ]     r 
tiK-    ever-:  7.=    ^-h 

ati;i:u:. .•<.:": ,     ;  ':  : 


:,    ot;-.;-r    ti-.ai 


fj"    c: 


"  -V  V  '.■    1  c  r 


c.'i;    :' 
0  •.  ^^  ■ 
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IK.-n.    Cli.iric:,    I.'.    Colr.on 


l^/?j 


i::irc!i    11,     1 071 


si  ]  ciicod.       Thr:rc    r;rc    'Jorr.o    Dcr.'.ocr£i  t;^   v.i:on  v.-c   cop.   J:?;C:p   cruict 
publicly.       ;;i.-.    ):',!.';:'iir.:;y    ir;    iiot   one   o.C    them.      V.iic;n   liC:    sees 
an    is.';uo   or    v.iic   aopc.;:r<:  r.co   of    £'.ii    i^ci:;:-,    he    scizc-s    it. 
I'crh.'^'l^ti    th?.l:   is   or.o   ol    tho   prerocjr.tives   of    not  haviiicj    the 
executive    I'ospoiiGibility . 

At   any    rc>tc,    '.vc   micb.t.as    well    look    at    the   bad 
publicity    as    v;ci.l    as    t'r.Q   ccoa,    20   v.hcitc-ver    it's   worth    the 
er.clo.'iure  in.ight   interest  you.  ,-n 

Si.ncerel 


r 


EncloDure 

cc :       Henry    C.    Canlion    II.,    Esq. 
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correct. 

^'Ir.  Weitz.   How  did  you  know  it  was  a  man  from  the'lVhite 
House? 

Mr.  Morris.   That's  what  Mr.  Parr  told  me  later. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  also,  to  the  best  of  your  recollection, 
tell  you  who  had  called? 

Mr.  Morris.   To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  he  said  it 
was  Mr.  Ehrlichman,  but  I  at  that  time  didn't  know  Mr.  Ehrlichm. 
from  Mr.  Haldeman  or  Mr.  Colson  or  anybody  else,  but  that's  the 
name  I  think  he  used. 
I     Now  Mr.  Parr,  incidentally,  does  not  recall  this  conversat: 
which  I  think  he's  completely  honest  in  because  there  were  hun- 
dreds of.  calls  .a.  day.  into  that  place,  and  at  that  time  we  were 
I  talking  to  the  IVhite  House  several  times  a  day. 


Mr.  Weitz.   In  that  connection,  do  you  know  who  else  at 
the  White  House  or  who  at  the  White  House  the  dairy  people  were 
in  touch  with? 

Mr.  Morris.  No,  not  really,  although  I  think  the  man  that 
they  talked  to  the  most  over  a  period  of  time,  that  is,  war  Mr. 
Colson. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Now,  do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Parr  or  were  you 
present  when  Mr.  Parr  relayed  the  substance  of  this  conversatlor^ 
to  anyone  else? 

Mr.  Morris.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Now  did  you  believe,  do  you  know  when  thi; 


o; 
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MR.  DOBROVIR:   I  am  just  getting  some  background  of 
the  witness. 

THE  WITNESS:   Yes. 
BY  MR.  DOBROVIR: 
Q    Wnat  were  those  activities? 

A    I  was  the  National  Chairman  of  Voters  Rights  and 
Ballot  Security  Program  for  the  campaign,  cind  others  that  were 
given  to  me  from  time  to  time. 


Q         Now,  to  back  up  as  to  your  professional  activities 
as  counsel  of  V7ith  the  firm  of  Reeves  &  Harrison,  v;hen  you 
became  apprised  of  a  problem  facina  certain  clients  of  that 
firm  V7ith  respect  to  the  price  support  level  for  milk  in  the 
year  1971  —  were  you  apprised  of  that? 

A    Yes , 

Q    t'Tnen  did  you  first  become  apprised  of  that  problem? 

A    After  I  was  with  the  firm  —  I  would  say  sometime  in 
March  of  1971. 

O    l"7hat  did  you  yourself  do,  if  anything,  in  connection 
V7ith  that  problem? 

A    I  talked  v;ith  Marion  Harrison.   We  discussed  the 
situation. 

And  1    spoke  to  people  in  the  Government  and  told 
them  my  concGrn  of  the  nliqb.t  of  the  dairy  farmer. 
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Q    Could  you  tell  us  who  in  the  Government  you  spoke 

to? 

A    I  sooke  to  John  Ehrlichmein.   I  spoke  to  John 
\7hittaker.   I  spoke  to  Charles  Colson.   I  spoke  to  Henry 

Cashin. 

I  think  that  is  all  according  to  my  best  memory  at 

this  time. 

0    Approximately  when  was  it  you  were  speaking  to  these 

people? 

A  After   I  became   associated  with  Reeves   &  Harrison 

and  continuing  afi  in  aiyf  off   anfi  on  basis  occasionally   as 
late   as   sometina   in   1972. 

I    just   can't   tell   you  v/hen. 

O  7'jn   I   correct  you  liecaine   associated  xvith  I^eeves    & 

Harrison   in  March  of    1971? 

A  That   is   right. 

Q    Is  there  any  specific  date  in  March  you  can  recall 
when  you  came  into  their  office? 

A    I  think  it  v;as  around  March  9th,  but  I  wouldn't  be 

positive. 

0  Between  March  9th  or  so  and  March  25th  —  and  to 
refresh  your  recollection,  March  25th  is  the  date  on  v;hich 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  announced  that  he  was  increasing 
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the  price  support  level  for  milk  —  what  conversations  with 
what  people  in  the  Government  you  mentioned  did  you  speak  to? 

A    I  spoke  to  John  Ehrlichman.   I  think  I  spoke,  I  am 
not  positive,  I  think  I  spoke  to  John  l^Thittaker  and  Charles 
Colson. 

0    Were  these  conversations  in  person  or  on  the 

telephone? 

A  In  pardon. 
Q  In  person? 
A    I  will  take  that  back. 

Mr.  Ehrlichman  v;as  in  person. 
Mr.  VJhittaker,  I  thinJc,  was  on  the  telephone. 
And  Mr.  Colsou,  I  thinJ: ,  was  in  person, 
Q    Can  you  tell  us  v;hat  the  nature  of  those  conversa- 
tions ware? 

A    Yes . 

I  told  the  qentlemen  that  in  my  opinion  the  dairy 
farraars  constituted  a  very  important  seqment  of  the  population 
of  the  countjry  and,  therefore,  their  prosperity  v/as  important 
to  the  prosperity  of  t}ic  country,  the  same  as  any  person  who 
miqht  be  a  member  of  anorganized  labor  union  and  the  black 
ccvriinunit/  or  'i*iM  businc^ss.  industry .   And  whet  wa.3   good  for 
the  dairy  farmers  was  good   for  t!iG  country  and  what  was  good 
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for  the  country  was  ^ood  for  the  dairy  farrcars. 

And  since  they  were  so  highly  regulated,  I  thought 
that  they  were  entitled  to  a  measure  of  protection. 

Q    Were  these  conversations  after  the  March  12th 
announcement  by  the  Secretary,  he  had  decided  not  to  increase 
the  price  support  level? 

A    I  know  it  was  after  March  9th,  but  I  wouldn't  be 
positive  vjith  reference  to  the  announcement  of  the  Secretary. 
Probab.ly  after  that. 
As  I  say,  I  would  not  be  positive. 
0    In  those  conversations,  did  you  ask  or  suggest  to 
those  people  that  they  should  communicate  your  viev;s  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture? 
A    No. 

I  told  them  I  thought  the  price  support  ought  to  be 
paid. 

Q  Did  you  indicate  how  you  thought  that  ought. to  be 

done? 

A    No. 

Frankly,  I  just  assumed  they  would  know. 
Q    You  assumed  if  they  agreed  with  you,  they  would,  in 
one  v/ay  or  another,  be  able  to  do  this? 

A    Not  one  v/ay  or  another  but  that  they  would  do  it  in 
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a   proper  way. 

Q         A  proper  way. 

What  V70uld  a  proper  i^ray  have  been? 
A    That,  I  do  not  know,  but  my  assvunption  is  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  make  the  announcement  at  what 
point  the  price  support  v/ould  be  paid. 

Q    Did  you  have  any  acfeiviiies  in  connection  with  the 
price  support  decision  for  1972? 
A    No,  sir. 
Q    After  they  — 
A    Pardon  me. 

Other  than  what  I  said  to  people  in  1971,  if  that 
is  a  carry-over  for  1972,  to  that  extent,  yes. 

Q    After  r-larch  25th,  when  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
announc2cl  that  he  v/as  increasing  the  price  support  level,  you 
didn't  have  anything  further  to  do  with  this  question? 
A    Mo,  sir. 

Q    Did  you  learn  at  any  time  prior  to  the  Secretary's 
March  25th  announcement  that  the  earlier  position  might  be 

changed? 

A    You  mean  did  I  know  it  was  going  to  be  changed? 

Q  Let  me  ask  you  that. 

Did  you  know  it  was  going  to  be  changed? 
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A         No,   sir. 

I  was  urginq  it  be  changed. 
Q    Did  the  change  come  as  a  surprise  to  you? 
A    Nothing  comes  to  me  as  a  surprise  in  Government. 


Q    Did  there  come  a  time  when  you  became  apprised  of 
the  intention  or  desire  of  the  dairy  fam  political  trusts 
TAPE,  SPACE  eind  ADEPT  to  make   campaign  contributions  to  the 
Presidential  campaign  of  Mr.  Nixon? 
A    Yes. 

0    VJhen  was  that? 

A    My  recollection  is  it  was  in  March  of  1971, 
Q    From  v;hon  did  you  learn  this? 
A    Mr.  Harrison. 
0    VThat  did  Mr.  Harrison  say  to  you? 

MR.  HARRTSON:   Mr.  Dobrovir,  I  think  vou  are 
starting  to  get  into  the  attorney-client  privilege, 

MR.  DOBROVIR:   Are  you  making  an  objection? 
MR.  HARRISON:   Therefore,  I  make  an  objection- 
BY  MR.  DOBROVIR: 
Q    Mr.  Chotiner,  v/hat,  if  anything,  did  you  have  to 
do  with  contributions  from  the  dairy  farm  political  trusts, 
TAPE,  SPACE  and  ADEPT,  to  the  Presidential  election  campaign 
of  Hr.  Nixon? 
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Dairyman,    Inc.,  or  SPACE  or  TAPE  or  ?^ic2-?jnerica  or  any 
particular  groups. 

Q         In  any  of  these  conversations  was  mention  made  oC 
some  totals  that  the  dairy  people  were  planning  to  coatribnte? 
A         No,   sir. 

MR.   DOBROVIR:      I  have  no  further  questions. 
MR.    GOLDBLOOM:      I  have   a  few. 
EXW-IINATION   BY  COUNSEL  FOR  TIIE   DEFENDANTS 
BY  MR,    GOLDBLOOM: 
Q         Mr.   — 

THE  VJITTTESS:     Mr.   Dobrovir,  when  I  say  no,   that  is 
my  best  recollection.      I  do  not  think  any  t:otal  amount  was 
mentioned . 

lAR.    DOBROVIR:      Yes. 


BY  MR.  GOLDBLOOM: 
Q    In  connection  with  your  efforts  to  seek  a  favorable 
result  on  the  aairy  price  support  le«\sl  «ji.  litlvalf  of  y.Z'zr 
clients,  you  spoke  to  Mr.  ^Vhittaker  and  Mr.  Colson  and  fir. 
Cashin  and  Mr.  Ehrlichman  on  the  X'Jhite  House  Staff. 

In  the  course  of  any  of  those  conversations,  uaa 
the  subject  of  political  contributions  by  the  dairy  industry 
figure  in  your  conversations? 
A    ^7c,  s ir . 
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Q  ■   Did  you  at  nny  tiine  during  iho33  confers  a*:?. -^ns  r.^.r— 
gest  the  possibility  that  political  contributions  nta'-cr.  hn 
made  by  the  dairy  industry? 

A    No,  sir. 

Ke  talked  about  support  and  hsln  for  the  f amsrs 
cind  not  support  or  help  for  the  campaign  by  way  of  contri- 
butions . 

Q    So,  therefore,  political  contributions  of  that  sort 
did  not  figure  in  any  of  the  discussions  in  any  vray? 

A    I  won't  go  that  far. 

I  vTOuld  say  any  tine  you  do  something  for  someone, 
it  reacts  favorably  at  the  ballot  box. 

Of  course,  I  had  in  mind  at  the  tine  the  question 
of  support  for  the  Administration  in  the  coming  election  and 
cne  farm  states,  and  if  you  don't  help  the  farmer,  you  don't 
get  their  support. 

Traditionally,  the  farmers  have  supported  Republican 
Administrations  except  at  such  time  when  they  felt  their 
economic  well-being  was  not  being  looked  after  to  their 
satisfaction. 

0    Was  there  any  discussions  cibout  cash  contributions 
or  fv-nds? 

A    No,  definitely  not. 
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I-tR.  GOLDDLCOM:   No  further  questions . 

im.   D03R0VIR:   Let  me  follc^v  up. 
PURTHEH  EXAMUJATIOM  BY  COUNSEL  FOR  THE  PLAINTIFFS 
BY  MR.  D0BR0VI3?: 
Q    In  your  conversations  with  Messrs.  Ehrliclinan, 
Colson,  Whittaker  and/or  Cashin,  was  the  question  of  politi- 
cal support  in  terms  of  votes  in  the  election  from  farmers 
discussed? 

A    Oh,  I  undoubtedly  must  have  made  a  remark  as  to  the 
effect  that  if  you  hurt  the  fanners,  you  can't  expect  to  get 
their  support,  xvhereas  if  you  help  the  farmers,  you  probably 
have  a  good  chance  of  getting  their  support. 

As  I  said,  the  farm  states  normally  support  Republi- 
can Administrations. 

It  may  follow  if  you  —  that  you  don't  kick  a  parson 
i*«  <-v.o  shins  and  exnect  him  to  sav  tharfc  vou. 

Q    In  your  conversations  with   the  dairy  people  \-rith 
resper:t   to  campaign  contributions,  was  there  amy  discussion 
of  the  fact  that  caused  this  decision  to  cone  out  favorably 
after  all  that  the  daizy  farmers  should  support  with  contri- 
butions to  the  Nixon  campaign? 

A    I  don't  understand  your  question. 

If  I  understand  it  correctly,  I  resent  the  cruosti.cT. 
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Mr.  Jacobsen.   No,  I  don't. 

Mr.  Dash.   You  were  still  retained  during  this  period  of 
time  as  sort  of  a  political  advisor  to  him,  weren't  you? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No,  they  didn't  talk  to  me  about  Tom  Evans; 
I  don't  even  know  who  he  is. 


Mr.  Weitz.   Did  there  come  a  time  in  1971  when  you  repre- 
sented AMPI  in  their  effort  to  obtain  an  increase  in  milk 
price  supports? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  could  you  tell  us  what  you  did  in  their 
behalf? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   Well,  I  talked  to  Secretary  Connally  twice 
about  the  increase  in  price  supports,  once  before  March  12, 
and  once  after  March  12  and  before  March  25. 


Mr,  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  how  often  you  talked  with  Mr. 
Connally  or  how  many  times  you  talked  with  Mr.  Connally?  Were 
these  the  only  two  times  you  talked  with  Mr.  Connally  during 
that  period  of  time? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  any  other  matter  that  you  dis- 
cussed with  Mr.  Connally  during  that  period  of  time? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No,  I  don't. 

Mr.  VJeitz.   Can  you  tell  us  how  you  came  to  talk  with  him 
the  first  time? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   Well,  the  first  time  I  knew  from  Mr.  Parr 
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present  and  he  was  present? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   I  don't  really  recall  any  that  he  was 
present.   But  I  am  just  assuming  that  he  was  present  at  some 
of  them. 

CMr.  Weitz.  And  did  there  come  a  time  when  you  discussed 
matter  again  with  the  Secretary,  Secretary  Connally? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.  Yes,  after  the  unfavorable  action  by  the 
Administration. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  if  that  was  on  March  13,  then  it  would 
have  been  after  March  12,  1971,  but  before  the  second  decision? 

Hr.  Jacobsen.   Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  whether  it  was  closer  to  the 
first  or  closer  to  the  second  decision  in  time  when  you  talked 
to  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No,  I  don't,  Mr.  V/eitz. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  did  someone  ask  you  to  meet  with  him? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.  No,  I  think  I  volunteered  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  tell  Mr.  Nelson  and  Mr.  Parr  that 
you  were  going  to  meet  with  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   And  it  —  did  they  express  approval? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   They  were  anxious  that  you  meet  with  him? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  VJeitz.   What  took  place  at  your  meeting  with  Mr.  Connally? 
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Mr.  Jacobsen.   Again,  I  expressed  the  bad  consequences 
of  the  Administration's  action,  with  the  cost  of  feed  going  up 
and  the  various  problems  in  the  dairy  industry.   I  discussed 
the  bad  consequences  of  the  Administration's  decision  to  lower 
or  to  have  the  lowest  price  support  in  the  history  of  the 
dairy  Industry.   And  I  asked  Secretary  Connally  if  he  would 
help  if  he  was  consulted  to  get  it  raised, 

Mr.  Weitz.   What  was  his  response? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   He  said  he  would  do  what  he  could  to  be 
helpful. 


Mr.  Weitz.   He  said  that  the  first  time?  Did  he  indicate 
who  he  might  talk  to  to  be  more  effective  the  second  time? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  indicate  whether  in  fact  after  the 
first  meeting  whether  he  had  talked  to  anyone  on  behalf  of  the 
dairy  people? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.  Yes,  he  told  me  that  he  had  talked  to  some 
people. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  say  he  had  talked  to  the  President? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No,  he  didn't  tell  me  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  —  he  didn't  tell  you  he  hadn't  talked 
to  the  President? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  tell  you  to  whom  he  had  talked? 

Mr.  Jacobsen.   No. 
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states  that  he  carried.     So  I  do  not  know  why  anybody  would 
approach  me  assuming  that    I  was   an  authority  on  the  Republicjin 
hierarchy. 

Senator  Weicker.     The  question  was   asked  by  the  Counsel   as 
to  --   I   can't  repeat  the  exact  question  and  answer,  but   in  the 
identification  of  contributions  by  AMPI  to  the  Democrats   in  the 
previous  election. 

Is  that  the  substance  of  your  question? 

Mr.   Weitz.      Being  identified  as   supportive  of  the  Democrats. 

Senator  Weicker.     And,   Governor,    I  believe  you  indicated 
that  you  had  knowledge  of  that  or  you  did  not,   that   is  the 
point. 

Mr.   Connally.      Senator,    I  said  I  only  had  a  general  under- 
standing that  they  had  been  heavy  contributors  to  the  Democrats 
over  no  particular  period  of  time  but  in  the  congressional  as 
well  as  presidential   campaigns,   but   I  had  no  specific  knowledge 
about   it.     This  was  merely  an  understanding  that   I  had. 

Senator  Weicker.      Did  you  have  any  political   or  profes- 
sional connection  with  AMPI? 

Mr.   Connally.     No,  none     t   all. 

Mr.   Weitz.     Now,   tumi   g  'o  a  period  in   1971,  when  did  you 
become  Secretary  of  the  Treisuiy? 

Mr.   Connally.      February  the  11th,    1971. 


I  Mr.   Weitz.     Now,   did  there  come  a  time  in  March  of  1971 

when  on  one  or  more  occasions  you  met  with  representatives  of 
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AMPI   in  connection  with  the  milk  price  support  decision  that  was 
then  in  dispute? 

Mr.   Connally.      Mr.   Weitz,    as   I   recall,   either  in  the   latter 
part  of  February  or  early  March   1  had  a  communication  with  Mr. 
Jacobsen  who  is   the  only  man   I  have  talked  to.      He  was   in  the 
private  practice  of  law,   as  you  know,   representing  AMPI  prior 
to  the  time,   and  I  don't  remember  the  precise  date,  but   it  wsis 
prior  to  the  time  that  the  administration's  decison  was  made 
on  the  milk  price  support  program,   which   I  believe  was  March 
the  12th. 

Mr.   Weitz.      That  would  be  the  first   decision  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.   Connally.     That   is   correct.      Mr.  Jacobsen  either  called 
me  or  came  by  to  see  me.      I   am  not  sure  whether  it  was   a  per- 
sonal visit   or  a  telephone  call  but   in  effect  saying  to  me  that 
the  milk  people  were  very  distressed,   very  disturbed  that  they 
thought  that  Secretary  Hardin  was   going  to  recommend  a  very   low 
parity  support  price  or  a  very  low  support  price  which   repre- 
sented about  80  percent  of  parity  and  that  they  thought  this 
was   a  very  great  mistake.     They  thought   it  was  unfair,   unwar- 
ranted and  that  under  the  circumstances,  with  the  decreasing 
dairy  herds   and  the  rising  cost   of  the  dairymen  that   indeed 
they  thought   a  higher  support  price  was  warranted  and  should  be 
granted.     They  expressed  the  hope  that   I  would  acquaint  myself 
with  the  facts  on  the  assumption  that   I  would  be  consulted  and 
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if,  indeed,  I  agreed  with  their  position,  he  hoped  I  would  give 
them  some  support.  That  was  the  substance  of  the  conversation. 

Senator  Weicker.  IVhen  was  that  conversation? 

Mr.  Connally.  Senator,  I  do  not  recall  precisely.  As  I 
say,  it  was  the  early  part  of  March  or  the  very  last  part  of 
February  because  it  was  just  not  too  long  before  March  the  12th 
because  they  obviously  in  their  communications  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  realized  that  they  were  going  to  have  some 

ifficulty  in  persuading  the  Secretary  to  go  as  high  in  setting 
the  support  price  as  they  thought  the  facts  justified. 


tt 


Mr.  Weitz.   In  that  connection,  do  you  keep  or  did  you 
keep  at  that  time  any  records  of  either  meetings  or  a  calendar 
of  some  sort  to  record  meetings  and  phone  calls. 

Mr.  Connally.   Yes,  I  did. 

Mr.   Weitz.      Have  you  brought  those  records  with  you? 

Mr.   Connally.      1  have  brought  those  that  you  asked  me  to 
bring  that  relate  to  this  subject   insofar  as    I   could  determine 
what  they   are,  yes. 

Mr.   Eckhardt.      Let  me  stated  that  we  have  here  all  of  the 
records  which  were  in  Governor  Connally's   possession  that   came 
within  the  category  mentioned  in  the  subpoena,    and  in  that 
connection  we  have  found  only  two  pages  that  we  thought  might 
possibly  apply  and  we  brought  those  two  pages   out  of  his 
records.     And,   of  course,   there  are  other  records  here  in  other 
categories   and  at  this  time   I  would  be  happy  to  make  these 
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it   Jind   I  simply  said  and  in  subsequent  conversation  that   the 
farmer,   the  dairy  farmer  was  probably  in  about   the  lowest   income 
group  in  the  country  and  under  the  circumstances,   since  the 
Johnson  Administration  had  always  maintained  the  parity  on  milk 
prices   at   about   89  percent,   that   I  thought   it  was  totally  un- 
realistic and  unjustified   for  us  to  drop  it  to  81  percent. 

Mr.   Weitz.      Would  you  have  said  all  this  to  Mr.   Jacobsen, 
a  longtime   friend  of  Texjis? 

Mr.   Connally.      Would   I? 

Mr.   Weitz.     Would  you  have? 

Mr.   Connally.      I   do  not  know  that    I  did  that   at  that  point 
in  time  but,   sure,   1  would  have. 

Mr.   Weitz.      1  see.      So  you  are  recounting  your  views  on 
the  matter  as   opposed  to  exactly  what  you  may  have  told  Mr. 
Jacobsen? 

Mr.   Connally.     Yes,    I   am  just  recounting  my  views  on  it, 
not  what   1  told  him. 

Mr.   Weitz.      Did  he  discuss  how  their  AMPI's  political   arm 
had  progressed  since  they  last  talked  to  you? 

Mr.   Connally.     No,  he  did  not. 

Mr.   Weitz.     He  had  not  talked  with  you  about   it,    I  take 
it,    in  the  interim  between  early   '69  and  early    '71? 

Mr.   Connally.     No. 
I  Mr.   Weitz.      Now  you  have  mentioned  other  conversations. 

'  Did  there  come  a  time  when  you  spoke  to  Mr.  Jacobsen  again  about 
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this  matter? 

Mr.  Connally.  Yes. 

Mr.   Weitz.     Could  you  tell  us   about  this? 

Mr.   Connally.     This  was   after  the  order  was   issued  on  March 

the   12th  and  it  was   a  few  days  thereafter  and  maybe  it  was  the 

day  of  the  23rd.      I  see  his  name   is  on  here  again.      I   am  guessing 

about  the  subject  matter,   but  the  reason   I   assume  that  and  the 

reason  I   guess  that   is  because  we  did  indeed  have  a  meeting  that 

day  as  reflected  on  my   calendar  at  the  l\fhite  House  on  milk. 

Now,   in  the  subsequent  conversation  Mr.  Jacobsen  said  to 

jne  that  he  wanted  me  to  know  that  when  the  order  came  out   on 

March  the   12th  that   they  were  bitterly  disappointed,   that  they 

thought   it  was   going  to  create  chaos  in  the  milk   industry  where 

they  were  already  losing  tremendous  numbers  of  cattle  and  herd 

and  a  great  many  of  them  going  out   of  business   and  that  they 

were   frankly  going  to  turn  to  Congress   for  relief  and  they  had 

done  so.   and  that  they  had  enormous   support   and  that  they 

frankly  were  going  to  push   for  their  85  or  90  percent   of  parity. 

And  he  told  me  then  the  relative  success  that  they  had  had  in 

the  intervening  few  days,    and   I  might  point  out  that  on  one  bill 

in  the  House  of  Representatives  pending  at  that  time  they  had 

been  able  to  secure  102  sponsors    for  90  percent  of  parity  and  in 

the  Senate,   as   I   recall,   they  had  about   33  members   of  the  Senate 

already  sponsoring  a  bill   calling  for  85  percent   of  parity.      But 

he  said  I  want   you  to  know  this   is   going  on  because  we  are  not 
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trying  to  undercut  the  Administration,  we  are  not   trying  to 
create  problems   for  you,   but  we  do  not  think  we  have  been 
treated  fairly  and  we  don't  have  any   recourse  except  to  proceed 
to  try  to  get   congressional  relief.     We  think  beyond  any  ques- 
tion we  are  going  to  be  successful   and  we  just  want  you  to  know 
this. 

That  was  the  essence  of  the  conversation.      I  said  thank  you 
very  much.      1  don't  have  any  argument  with  what  you  are  doing 
and  1  understand  your  position  clearly. 

Mr.   Weitz.      Did  he  discuss   anything  else  with  you  at  that 
time? 

Mr.    Connally.     No.      I  do  not  recall  that  he  did. 

Mr.   Weitz.     He  did  not  mention  any  matters   concerning 
political   contributions? 

Mr.   Connally.     No. 

Mr.  Weitz.  This  is,  to  the  best  of  your  recollection,  on 
March  the  23rd? 

Mr.  Connally.  Yes,  and  again  I  am  guessing  because  I  do 
have  a  telephone  call  from  him  logged  here  so  I  guess  that  is 
correct. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  any  meetings  between  the  time 
that  you  first  talked  to  Mr.  Jacobsen  on  the  phone  or  in  person 
briefly  in  late  February  or  early  March  and  this  conversation 
on  the  23rd? 

Was  there  some  other  conversation  that  you  may  have  had 
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with  him  and/or  others  from  AMPI  in  connection  with  the  milk 
price  support  matter? 

Mr.  Connally.  No,  I  do  not  recall  any. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  a  meeting  with  Mr.  Nelson  and  a 
Dr.  George  Mehren  during  that  time? 

Mr.  Connally.  No,  I  do  not. 


So  far  as  I  know  the  first  time  I  ever  met  Dr.  Mehren  was 
almost  a  year  later. 

Mr.  Weitz.   In  1972? 

Mr.  Connally.   In  1972. 

Mr.   Weitz.     During  this  period  you  do  not  remember  a 
meeting  in  your  office  with  Mr.   Nelson,   Mr.  Jacobsen  and  Dr. 
Mehren? 

Mr.   Connally.     No,    I  do  not. 

Mr.  Weitz.   If  they  were  to  recall  such  a  meeting,  would 
you  just  take  it  to  be  that  your  memory  was  faulty  on  that 

point? 

Mr.  Connally.   I  could  be  but,  indeed,  if  I  had  a  meeting 
in  my  office  during  that  period  of  time  it  would  certainly  re- 
flect that  I  met  with  them  and  we  did  go  through  the  logs  of 
these  meetings  in  my  office  as  well  as  the  telephone  calls,  and 
if,  indeed,  I  had  seen  Dr.  Mehren,  Nelson,  and  Jacobsen,  I 
certainly  would  have  submitted  that  because  that,  obviously, 
would  have  been  the  subject  matter. 

Mr.  Weitz.   For  example,  if  Mr.  Jacobsen's  name  had 
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and  we  would  sign  bills  and  do  all  kinds  of  honors  to  people. 
We  would  give  awards,  we  would  recognize  every  type  of  day,  we 
would  recognize  every  type  of  queen,  and  we  would  be  photographed 
we  would  have  the  room  packed  with  people.   It  is  entirely 
possible  that  he  could  have  been  in  the  office  or  in  a  group 
like  that  on  several  occasions  without  me  having  the  faintest 
memory  of  it.   But  so  far  as  meeting  with  him  about  any  parti- 
cular legislation,  I  have  no  memory  of  it. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  if  this  happened,  if  he  were  to  of  met 
with  you  several  times  a  week,  or  several  times  a  month,  on  a 
repeated  basis  over  a  nuniier  of  months,  over  a  number  of  years 
in  a  fairly  small  group  or  even  just  the  two  of  you,  you  would 
probably  recollect  that? 

Mr.  Connally.   Oh,  I  think  I  would. 
I     Mr.  Weitz.  Now  during  the  time  between  March  12th  and 
March  25th,  do  you  recall  meeting  Mr.  Lilly  at  Page  Airways 
in  Washington,  in  the  Washington  Airport? 
j     Mr.  Connally.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall,  would  your  records  show,  where 
you  were  either  on  the  day  of  March  19th  or  March  20th  of  1971? 
Mr.  Connally.   Yes,  I  guess  it  would. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Would  you  provide  those  two,  that  would  be 
part  of  the  segment  in  late  February.   I  think  it  would  be  use- 
ful to  see  all  of  March. 

Mr.  Connally.   All  right,  we  will  give  you  all  of  it,  but 
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not  even  sure  I  know  Mr.  Howard  at  all,  perhaps  I  have  met  him, 
but  the  name  does  not  strike  a  chord  with  me  at  all. 

Mr.  Weitz.   You  would  recognize  Mr.  Nelson  over  and 
perhaps  speak  to  him  in  a  chance  meeting,  ahead  of  Mr.  Lilly 
you  think? 

Mr.  Connally.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.   Weitz.      And  you  do  not  recall   any  such  meeting  held 
ever  at  Page  Airways  during  this  period  of  time? 
Mr.   Connally.     No,   I  do  not. 

Mr.   Weitz.     Did  you  ever,  between  the  period  of  the   12th 
and  the  25th   --  between  the   first  decision  and  the  second 
de9ision  --  ever  communicate  to  any  representative  of  AMPI 
your  assessment  that  you  thought  this  decision  would  in   fact 
change,   and  a  new  decision  would  be  made  to  raise  supports  by 
the  Administration? 

Mr.   Connally.      1  don't  recall  that   1  did.  no.     As  a  matter 
of  fact,   I   do  not  think   I  talked  to  anybody  except  Mr.   Jacobsen 
in  the  communcation  that  we  have  already  talked  about  and 
during  the  period  between  the  12th   and  the  25th,   I    frankly  had 
no  real  reason  to  be  optimistic  about  a  change  as   far  as  the 
Administration  was   concerned,  because  we  had  been  down  this 
road  and  the  decision  was  made  on  the   12th  to  set  the   level   at 
81  percent,    and  I   frankly  felt  that   if  it  was   changed  at  all 
it  was   going  to  have  to  be  changed  by  the  Congress  at  that  point. 


42 


Mr.  Weitz.  As  you  have  testified,  you  do  not  remember 
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with,  first,  MPI  and  then  AMPI? 

Mr.  Lilly.  Yes.   If  I  might,  I  have  a  short  brief  here  that 
more  or  less  describes  it. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Is  that  a  statement  you  have? 

Mr.  Lilly.  Yes,  I  might  read  it  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Fine. 
I      Mr.  Lilly.  My  name  is  Bob  Lilly.   I  reside  at  130  Paloma, 
San  Antonio,  Texas  73212.  I  am  employed  by  Associated  Milk 
Producers,  Inc.  and  National  Dairymen's  Cooperative  with  approx- 
imately 40,000  producers  in  21  states,  headquartered  in  San 
Antonio,  Texas. 

My  title  is  Secretary  of  the  Committee  for  Thorough  Agricul- 
tural, Political  Education,  abbreviated  as  TAPE,  and  Legislative 
Director     for  AMPI,  abbreviation  for  Associated  Milk  Pro- 
ducers . 

As  Secretary  of  the  Committee  for  TAPE,  I  am  responsible  for 
records  of  contributions,  receipts,  expenditures,  reports  and 
correspondence  relating  to  the  Committee  for  TAPE.  As  Legisla- 
tive Director,  I  work  with  state  legislators  as  well  as  employees 
in  the  AMPI  regions  charged  with  similar  responsibilities;  state 
regulatory  agencies,  such  as  health  authorities,  animal  health 
authorities,  pollution  prevention  agencies,  as  well  as  comparable 
Federal  regulatory  agencies.  And  I  also  work  on  national  legis- 
lation. 

I  have  been  associated  with  the  dairy  industry  since  early 
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1965.  In  1965,  I  was  employed  by  North  Texas  Producer's  Associa- 
tion, a  dairy  co-operative  headquartered  at  Arlington,  Texas. 
In  1967,  at  the  formation  of  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  the  North 
Texas  Producers  Co-operative  became  a  part  of  AMPI,  along  with 
other  co-operatives  in  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Kansas,  Arkansas,  Tenn- 
essee and  New  Mexico  with  approximately  12,000  members. 

Later  In  1968,  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.,  AMPI,  was 
formed  with  approximately  30,000  members,  and  In  time  grew  through 
consolidation  to  its  present  size  of  about  40,000  members.   I 
served  as  an  Assistant  to  the  General  Manager  of  MPI  and  AMPI 

I  until  early  1972,  when  there  was  a  change  in  management. 
Since  that  time,  I  have  served  in  my  present  capacity. 
Mr.  Weltz.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lilly,  what  were  the  positions  of  Mr.  Nelson What  was 

the  position  of  Mr.  Nelson  during  the  period  of  1967  forward? 

Mr.  Lilly.   He  was  General  Manager  of  Milk  Producers,  Inc., 
and  later  Associated  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  until  early  1972, 

January,  1972. 

Mr.  Weltz.   If  you  have  no  objection,  I  think  we  can  refer 
altematly  [sic]  to  Milk  Producers,  Inc.  as  MPI,  and  Associated  Milk 
Producers,  Inc.  as  AMPI,  and  TAPE,  T-A-P-E,  and  Committee  for 
TAPE  either  TAPE  or  CTAPE. 

Mr.  Lilly.  That  is  fine.   That  would  be  easier  for  me. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Can  you  tell  me  what  position  Mr.  Isham,  I-s-h- 
a-m,  held  during  that  period? 
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he  was  very  strong  in  his  statement  that  it  had  to  be  new  money, 
other  than  what  had  been  committed,  and  there  was  really  no  argu- 
ment with  this  among  Mr.  Nelson  and  Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  know,  though 
if  he  initiated  it  or  not,  but  it  is  quite  possible  that  he  did. 
I     Mr.  Weitz.  Now,  after  this  meeting  between  you.  Nelson,  Jacobsen, 
'Parr,  and  Harrison,  was  there  a  subsequent  meeting,  to  your  know- 
ledge, with  some  representatives  of  AMPI  and  the  Secretary  before  the 
new  price  support  decision? 

Mr.  Lilly.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  according  to  my 
diary,  and  according  to  the  day  I  left  Washington,  D.  C. ,  on  that 
weekend  of  March  19,  we  were  in  the  company  Jet,  private  plane, 
here  at  Page  Airways  at  National  Airport.  I  know  that  Mr.  Nel- 
son and  Mr.  Parr,  Mr.  Keiffer  Howard,  Mr.  Tom  Townsend — all  em- 
ployees of  AMPI,  and  possibly  others,  these  are  the  ones  that  I 
can  recall  were  present. 

We  were  waiting  for  the  plane  to  be  brought  around,  so  that 
we  could  —  this  was  after  dark,  and  the  Secretary  walked  into 
Page  Airways,  Secretary  Connally,  and  he  acknowledged  the  pre- 
sence by  waving  his  hand.   And  then  he  called  me  aside  and  talked 
with  me  for  just  a  short  time,  and  told  me  that  he  had  made  con- 
tact on  our  problem,  and  that  it  looked  good.  He  thought  it  was 
going  to  be  all  right,  or  he  said  something  to  the  effect,  as  I 
remember  it,  that,  "it  Is  in  the  bag  for  us." 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  indicate  who  he  had  made  contact  with? 

Mr.  Lilly.   No.   I  certainly  would  Just  have  to  assume. 
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what  he  said  and  the  way  he  said  it,  that  he  had  personally 
talked  with  the  President. 

Mr.  Weitz.   He  did  not  say  ao  explicitly,  though? 

Mr.  Lilly.  No,  he  did  not  say  that,  but  certainly,  he  did 
not  indicate  that  it  would  have  been  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  he  had  talked  with,  and  I  would  not  think  that  he  would. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Between  the  meeting  you  had  with  Nelson  and  the  others 
after  the  first  Connally  meeting  and  the  time  that  you  saw  the  Secretary 
in  the  airport,  were  you  aware  whether  any  of  them  had  recontac- 
ted  the  Secretary,  or  had  met  with  him? 

Mr.  Weitz.   (sic)   No,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  further  meeting  or  con- 
tact with  him. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  tell  you  to  tell  the  others  at  that  time? 

Mr.  Lilly.   Yes,  he  did.   He  said,  you  can  pass  the  word 
along  to  your  other  co-workers,  or  the  other  people  with  you,  or 
whatever  he  might  have  said.   And  when  we  were  aboard  the  plane, 
and  headed  back,  I  did  tell  them,  and  they  were  quite  elated 
about  the  situation,  being  Friday.   The  first  part  of  the  week  we 
had  felt  rather  downcast  and  defeated  on  this  thing,  and  then,  it 
looked  like  we  were  going  to  be  successful  in  what  we  were  trying 
to  do. 

.  Mr.  Weitz.   Who  was  on  the  flight  back  with  you?   Do  you  re- 
call? 

Mr.  Lilly.   Well,  I  named  Harold  Nelson,  Dave  Parr,  Tom  Town- 
send,  Keiffer  Howard.   It  seems  the  plane  holds  ten  or  twelve 
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people,  and  It  was  near  full,  but  this  Is  all  I  can  recall  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Why  did  he  pull  you  over?  He  had  met  that  waek 
with  at  least  Nelson  of  this  group. 

How  long  have  you  known  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Lilly.  Well,  of  course,  I  had  known  Connelly  prior  to 
the  time  that  he  was  Governor  of  Texas.  He  was  governor  for  six 
years,  and  he  has  had  what,  four  years  since  that  time,  and  the 
present  governor  that  we  have  now,     I  have  known  him  prior  to 
that.  So  I  have  known  him  probably  12  or  15  years.  I  knew  him 
much  closer  than  any  of  the  other  people.  Tom  Townsend  was  ori- 
ginally from  Kansas,  Dave  Parr  from  Arkansas,  Harold  Nelson  from 
Texas,  but  he  did  not  work  In  state  politics  like  I  did.  But  I 
lived  In  Austin.  I  knew  Connally  from  a  number  of  years  back,  so 
I  think  It  would  be  logical  that  he  would  talk  to  me,  because  I 
knew  him  better  than  anyone  present. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Had  you  ever  worked  on  a  casq)algn  of  his,  or  any- 
thing? 

Mr.  Lilly.  No,  I  had  never  worked  on  a  campaign  of  his.  I 
had  lobbied  for  the  Texas  Farm  Bureau  for  a  number  of  years. 
While  Mr.  Connally  was  governor.  He  vetoed  a  number  of  bills.  I 
was  not  successful  In  overriding  any.  We  did  pass  some,  after  he 
vetoed  them,  the  next  year.  It  was  strictly  an  above-board  type 
thing.  He  was  a  hard  scrapper,  but  It  was  a  working  relation- 
ship. 
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Mr.  Jacobsen  and  Mr.  Connally,  particularly  Mr.  Jacobsen  and 
Mr.  Connally,  particularly  with  regard  to  reversing  the  first 
decision;  in  other  words,  after  the  first  decision,  trying  to 
press  ahead  and  remembering  the  contact  with  Connally  after 

that? 

Mr.  Parr.   He  could  have  had  a  meeting  with  Mr.  Connally 
either  before  or  after;  I  just  do  not  know. 

He  would  have  to  tell  you  that.   I  do  not  know  specific 
dates. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  he  tell  you  whether  Mr.  Connally  was 
opposed  or  in  favor  of  an  increase? 

Mr.  Parr.  Well,  again  I  do  not  know  whether  I  read  this 
or  heard  this  or  I  just  think,  that  Mr.  Connally,  coming  from 
rural  America,  knew  something  about  the  plight  of  the  farmer. 
I  would  think  he  would  be  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  know  of  any  contact  between  Bob  Lilly 
and  Mr.  Connally  during  this  period? 

Mr.  Parr.   Again,  I  have  read  in  the  newspaper  where 

they  met. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  have  any  knowledge;  personal  knowledge, 
either  from  what  you  yourself  know  or  what  you  have  been  told 
by  others? 


Mr.  Parr.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  recall  a  brief  meeting  between  Mr. 
Lilly  and  Mr.  Connally  at  Page  Airways  in  Washington,  D.C.? 
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Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Do  you  remember  any  particulars  with  regard 
to  that  meeting;  how  they  came  to  meet  there? 

First,  let  me  ask  you  how  they  came  to  meet  there.  Were 
you  there? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wetlz.  You  were  at  Page  Airways? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Did  you  meet  with  Mr.  Connally  also? 

Mr.  Parr.   No. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Was  Mr.  Nelson  there? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Who  else  was  there  that  you  can  recall  from 
AMPI? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  believe  Mr.  Townsend. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Tom  Townsend? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weltz.   Anyone  else  that  you  recall? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  recall  anyone  else. 

Mr.  Weltz.   What  about  Lynn  Elrod,  was  he  there? 

Mr.  Parr.   He  could  have  been.   I  just  do  not  know,  Mr. 
Weltz. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Was  that  the  first  time?  Do  you  remember  when 
this  meeting  took  place? 

Mr.  Parr.   No,  sir.   I  do  not. 
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Mr.  Weltz.  Was  It  before  or  after  the  first  decision? 
Can  you  place  It  that  way  for  us? 

Mr.  Parr.  No,  sir.  I  do  not  recall  which  way  It  was. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Was  It  during  the  time  when  you  were  working 
on  obtaining  an  Increase? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes,  sir. 
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It  was  during  the  time  somewhere  in  March  of  1971,  I  mean 
March  of  1971,  I  know  that. 

Mr.  Weltz.  What  were  you  doing  at  Page  Airways? 
Mr.  Parr.  We  were  going  home. 
Mr.  Weltz.  For  the  weekend? 
Mr.  Parr.  I  do  not  remember. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Or  were  you  finished  in  Washington? 
Mr.  Parr.  Well,  we  were  going  home.  I  guess  it  was  the 
weekend.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Vou  were  flying  home  by  the  company  Jet? 
Mr.  Parr.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Had  you  seen  Mr.  Connally  earlier  that  day 
before  the  meeting  at  the  airport? 
Mr.  Parr.  Had  I  seen  him? 
Mr.  Weltz.  Yes. 
Mr.  Parr.  Not  that  I  recall. 

Mr.  Weltz.  Were  you  In  a  car  being  driven  to  Page  Airways 
when  you  saw  Mr.  Connally  pass  in  his  government  limousine? 
Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 
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Sure  — 

Mr.  Weitz.   When  you  got  into  the  car  where  did  you  leave 
from  to  go  to  the  airport  that  day? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  suppose  we  left  from  the  Madison  Hotel. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  all  leave  together,  the  four  of  you 
in  the  car? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  believe  so. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  remember  leaving  from  Mr.  Harrison's 
office  at  1701  Pennsylvania  Avenue? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  know  where  we  left  from. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  remember  when  you  got  in  the  car  and 
someone  told  the  driver  to  try  to  get  to  the  airport  to  catch 
John  Connally  before  he  left? 

Mr.  Parr.  No. 

Mr.  Weitz.   To  your  recollection  you  did  not  know  that  Mr. 
Connally  would  be  at  the  airport  when  you  were  there  or  would 
be  leaving  that  day  from  the  airport? 

Mr.  Parr.   No. 
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Mr.  Weitz.   When  someone  saw  Mr.  Connally 's  car  passing 
on  the  way  to  the  airport,  was  there  any  discussion  about 
trying  to  talk  to  him  at  all,  at  any  time? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes.   I  would  think  there  probably  was 
discussion  about  that. 

Mr.  Weitz.   To  talk  to  him  about  the  milk  price  support 
decision? 
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Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  To  try  to  gain  his  assistance? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

I  would  say  so,  yes. 


Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  know  at  that  point  whether  Mr. 
Jacobsen  had  already  talked  to  him  about  that? 

Mr.  Parr.  If  I  knew  the  time  —  I  know  that  Mr.  Jacobsen 
may  have  talked  to  Mr.  Connally  but  I  do  not  know  — 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  when  you  got  to  the  airport  Mr.  Connally 
was  still  there  or  was  there  — 

Mr.  Parr.  I  do  not  know  who  got  there  first,  whether  he 
passed  us  or  we  passed  him. 

Mr.  Weitz.  But  both  of  you  were  at  the  airport,  your 
group  and  Mr.  Connally  for  some  period  at  the  same  time  that 

day? 

Mr.  Parr.  I  do  not  know  how  long  a  period,  but  we  were 

there,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Weitz.  How  did  it  come  about  that  Mr.  Lilly  met  with 

Mr.  Connally? 

Mr.  Parr.  I  do  not  know  exactly  how  that  was  done.  I  do 
recall  that  Mr.  Lilly  —  that  is  the  only  one  I  recall  —  they 
were  at  one  end  of  the  airport. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Who?  Mr.  Connally? 

Mr.  Parr.  And  Mr.  Lilly,  yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  you  see  them  meeting  or  talking? 
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the  circumstances. 


Mr.  Weitz.     Do  you  recall  Mr.  Nelson's  saying  to  you, 
don't  go,   let  Bob  talk  to  him;   Bob  knows  him? 

Do  you  recall  that? 

Mr.   Parr.     Something  like  that.      I  believe  something 
like  that  makes  sense. 

Mr.   Weitz.     You  do  not  specifically  recall  it? 

Mr.   Parr.     I  just  recall,   Mr.   Weitz,  that  there  was  a 
discussion. 

There  was  something  --   I  believe  that  is   correct.      I 
believe  that  is  correct. 

(Pause.) 

Mr.  Weitz.  How  long  did  the  discussion  between  Mr.  Lilly 
and  Mr.  Connally  take? 

Mr.  Parr.  To  the  best  of  my  recollection  not  very  long. 

Mr.  Weitz.  A  couple  of  minutes? 

Mr.  Parr.  A  few  minutes,  yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.  And  what  happened  when  Mr.  Lilly  returned? 
Did  he  come  back  to  the  group? 

Mr.  Parr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  tell  you  what  he  had  talked  about  with 
his  (sic)  secretary? 

Mr.  Parr.   I  do  not  recall  any  specific  -- 

Mr.  Weitz.  Do  you  have  a  general  recollection  of  the 
substance  of  what  he  said  or  the  impression  he  gave  you  about 
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his  meeting  with  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Parr.  No,  sir, 

Mr.  Weitz.     Did  he  talk  to  Mr.  Connally  about  price 
supports? 

Mr.   Parr.      I  suppose  so.     That  is  what  we  were  working  on. 


Mr.   Weitz.     But  you  do  not  remember? 
Mr.   Parr.     I  do  not  remember  what? 

Mr.   Weitz.     You  do  not   remember  whether  he  told  you  what 
he  had  talked  about  of  whether  he  referred  at  all  to  the  price 
support  effort  at  that  time? 

Mr.   Parr.    I  just  do  not  --   I  recall   I  have  read  in  the 
paper  what  he  is  supposed  to  have  said  but   I   do  not   recall   it. 

Mr.   Weitz.      Do  you  recall  whether  he  indicated  that  the 
Secretary  had  either  expressed  optimism  or  pessimism  about  the 
price  support  decision? 

Mr.   Parr.     Honestly,   I  do  not. 

Let  me  hasten  to  say  this:    in  my  dealings  with  people 
I  do  not  consider  what  they  are  telling  me.     That  is  just  one 
part  of  whatever  it  is.      If  something  is  done,   I  just  catalogue 
it.      I  don't  put   any  stock  ~ 

Mr.  Weitz.     So  it  is  not  surprising  to  you  that  you  do  not 
recall  whether  -- 

Mr.   Parr.     No,   no. 

Mr.  Weitz.   --  He  indicated  one  way  or  the  other  how  the 
Secretary  felt? 
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Mr.  Nelson.      I  really  can't  tell  you. 


Mr.  Weitz.     Did  he  report  back  to  you  about  his  meetings 
with  Secretary  Connally? 

Mr.   Nelson.      I  knew  that  he  was  having  them.     He  told  me 
that  he  was  having  the  meetings  with  Secretary  Connally. 

Mr.  Weitz.     Did  anyone  accompany  him  on  those  meetings? 

Mr.  Nelson.     Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.   Weitz.     Did  you  ever  have  an  opportunity,  or  did  you 
ever  discuss  during  February  or  March  of  1971  with  Mr.  Jacobsen 
and  others  the  desirability  of  committing  or  contributing  addi- 
tional monies  in  order  to  secure  Mr.   Connally 's  assistance  with 
regard  to  the  milk  price  support  decision? 

Mr.  Nelson.      I  don't  think  that  was   a  condition  of  securing 
his  assistance.     We  were  in  this  position,  you  understand,  of 
already  having  expressed  our  willingness,  what  I  view  as  repeat- 
edly,  to  make  contributions   in  much  greater  amounts  than  we  had 
made,   and  we  were  in  --   I  know  it's  hard  to  believe,  but  this  is 
an  absolute  fact.     They  wouldn't  come  up  with  the  committees. 
We  couldn't  believe  it  ourselves.     But  that  is  the  position  we 
were  constantly  in  with  these  people. 

Mr.   Weitz.     Well,    let  me  ask  you  this. 

Did  you  have  a  discussion  with  Mr.  Jacobsen  with  respect  to 
making  additional   contributions,  whether  or  not   --   and  at  the 
same  time  you  had  discussed  a  meeting  he  had  had  with  Mr.   Connally, 
quite  apart  from  whether  one  was  antecedent  or  dependent  on  the 
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other? 

In  other  words,  did  you  have  discussions  in  which  you  dis- 
cussed Mr.   Connally's  assistance,   and  in  the  same  discussion 
discussed  the  need  for  or  the  desirability  of  making  additional 
contributions? 

Mr.  Nelson.     I  don't  recall  that.     Mr.  Jacobsen  was  well 
aware  of  the  fact  that  we  had  made  these  offers  of  contributions 
and  had  asked  for  names  of  committees,  and  that  we  didn't  have 
them. 

Mr.  Weitz.     How  was  he  aware  of  that? 
Mr.  Nelson.     Because  I  had  told  him. 

Mr.  Weitz.     You  told  him  specifically  about  the  attempts 
in  1970  to  obtain  committee  names,  the  attempt  to  contribute 
perhaps  even  a  million  or  two  million  dollars? 

Mr.  Nelson.      I  don't  recall  that  we  had  told  him  about  spe- 
cific amounts,  but  we  probably  did.     But   I  do  recall  having  men- 
tioned to  him  that  we  couldn't  get  committees  out  of  these  peo- 
ple.    We  just  couldn't  understand  why  we  couldn't  get  committees, 
And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  at  the  time  I   left  the  position  of  gen- 
eral manager  we  were  still  trying  to  get  names  of  committees. 
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Mr.  Weitz.  Well,  let  me  ask  you  this.   I  can  understand 
that  someone  wants  to  show  their  support  and  appreciation. 

If  the  candidate  —  in  this  case,  on  behalf  of  the  President, 
the  fundraisers  for  the  President  are  unable  repeatedly  upon 
your  request  to  produce  names  of  committees,  which  is  the  only 
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Mr.  Weitz.  Mr.  Nelson,  I  would  like  to  return  to  the 
period  of  March  1971  In  connection  with  the  milk  price  support 
decision. 

Now  I  believe  you  said  yesterday  that  Mr.  Jacobsen  was  in 
contact  with  Mr.  Connally  for  Ampi  [sic]  during  this  period,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 


Mr.  Weitz.   Do  you  know  of  anyone  else  who  talked  to 
Mr.  Connally  during  that  period  relative  to  price  supports  or 
anyone  else  at  AMPI? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Are  you  talking  about  March  1971? 

Mr.  Weitz.   February  and  March  1971,  yes. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Well,  now  I  do  not  know.  Are  you  referring 
to  —  the  only  one  I  know  is  Mr.  Lilly,  very  briefly,  outside 
the  Washington  airport  if  that  is  what  you  are  referring  to? 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  tell  us  about  that? 

Mr.  Nelson.   What? 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  know    when  that  occur ed?  [sic] 

Mr.  Nelson.   Well,  yes  and  no.   There  seems  to  be  confus- 
ion about  when  it  occurred.   I  now  think  that  it  occurred  on 
March  the  5th,  and  the  reason  that  I  think  it  occurred  on  March 
the  5th,  is  that  I  checked  with  the  pilot  on  the  log  and  he  says 
that  on  March  the  5th  we  left  Page  Airways  and  flew  to  Little 
Rock  and  on  to  San  Antonio,  and  I  think  it  was  March  5th. 

Mr.  Weitz.   The  contact  between  Mr.  Lilly  and  Mr.  Connally 
took  place  at  Page  Airways  at  National  Airport? 
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Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  we  were  In  a  taxicab  going  to  take  our 
own  plane  at  Page  Airways  and  Secretary  Connally's  limousine 
passed  us  and  he  and  his  wife  were  in  it,  and  they  pulled  up 
just  ahead  of  us.   By  the  time  that  they  (sic)  got  there,  they  were 
already  out  of  their  limousine,  as  I  recall,  and  Bob  Lilly 
went  over  and  talked  to  Mr.  Connally  very  briefly,  and  then 
came  back  while  the  rest  of  us  stood  on  the  sidewalk  to  wait. 


Mr.  Weitz.   Let  me  ask  a  few  questions  about  that. 

Who,  of  AMPI  was  with  you  at  the  time? 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  know  Kr.  Parr  was  because  he  started  to 
walk  over  and  I  told  him,  no,  let  Mr.  Lilly  go;  and  Mr.  Townsend 
was  on  there,  and  I  believe  —  I  am  not  sure,  but  I  believe 
Mr.  Elrad  was  on  there.   I  have  been  told  that  he  was  on  there, 
I  really  did  not  recall,  until  I  started  talking  about  this 
thing,  who  was  on  there. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Who  did  you  talk  to  about  this  meeting,  other 
than  your  attorneys? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Oh,  I  have  talked  to  Mr.  Lilly  about  this 
meeting.   I  have  talked  to  —  well,  other  than  my  attorneys, 
I  guess  that  is  it. 

Mr.  Gallman.   Well,  obviously  — 

Mr.  Nelson.   I  have  talked  to  the  Prosecutor. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Was  it  in  the  last  several  months  that  you 
have  talked  to  Mr.  Lilly  about  the  meeting? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes. 
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whether,  for  example,  it  was  before  or  after  the  first  decision 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  not  to  raise  price  supports? 
Mr.  Nelson.   I  cannot  tell  you  that  either. 


Mr.  Weitz.   What  did  you  understand  by  Mr.  Lilly's  comment 
that  after  talking  to  Mr.  Connally  he  was  optimistic  —  he  meaning[g]  [sic] 
Mr.  Lilly  —  optimistic  about  what? 

Mr.  Nelson.  About  favorable  action  on  the  price  support. 
That  is  what  we  were  — 

Mr.  Weltz.   By  whom? 

Mr.  Nelson.   By  the  President.  That  is  the  only  person 
who  can  take  a  favorable  action  on  the  price  support  in  my  view. 
I  have  said  that  repeatedly. 

Mr.  Weitz.   So  you  understood,  therefore,  that  he  was 
referring  to  administrative  action  by  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  Nelson.   Yes,  that  is  what  it  meant  to  me. 

Mr.  Weitz.   Did  he  indicate  whether  Mr.  Connally  had  talked 
to  anyone  in  the  administration,  including  the  President? 

Mr.. Nelson.   No. 

Mr.  Weitz.  Did  he  indicate  what  Mr.  Connally  or  he  based  his 
optimism  on? 

Mr.  Nelson.   No,  he  did  not  go  into  details  as  I  recall, 
he  just  said  that  he  is  optimistic. 


Mr.  Weitz.   Did  you  relate  that  to  anyone?  That  viewpoint? 
Mr.  Nelson.   Probably,  to  whoever  was  —  you  see  I  do  not 
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P.9.    19.      Jnm   CDNNAT.T.y    TTTNERARY,    MARCH   ^-7.     1971 

SECRETARY   CONNALLY'S    ITINER^VRY   -   MARCH   5-7,    1971 

March   5    (Friday) 

5:00  p.m.  -  Leave  Page  Terminal,  NaCional  Airport 

6:00  p.m.  -  Arrive  New  York  (LaGuardia  0¥-4fIflLe  Tldlllb— 

(Secretary  and  Mrs.  Connally  will  stay  at 
home  of  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Gene  Wood fin, 
910  5th  Avenue,  #4D;  phone:  REgent  4-6627) 

3^  /a  A 

p.m.  -  Dinner  at  home  of  John  Loeb,  730  Park  Avenue   ,  ■\_  _^\ 

March  6  (Saturday)        ~^*-^>^  r^^ 

1:00  p.m.  -  Stag  lunch  at  Links  Club  -  38  East  62nd  Street 

p.m.  -  Either  stay  in  New  York  and  see  a  show  or 
travel  to  Mr.  Woodfin's  country  home  in 
Pawling,  New  York  (AC  914/855-3024) 

March  7  (Sunday) 

3:00  p.m.    -    Depart   New  York 

4:00  p.m.    -   Arrive  National  Airport 


v 
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C  ROr  u,  - 1:  y  AM  I  MAT!  0  f  i 
Bv    "'r.    Ooldb.loorr. : 
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■'   <,.'    I  have  a  couple  of  ouestlons,  :lr.  i.elson.   During  the 

■1        course  of  your  various  (iiscusslons  with  members  of 

Congress  or  Conrressjonal  staff  ipembers  or  the  President 
or  members  of  the  White  House  staff  or  with  vjhomever  you 
may  have  core  in  contact  or  officials  of  the  Denartm-ent 
of  Aprlculture  in  connection  with  your  efforts  to  obtain 
a  satisfactory  —  that  is,  satisfactory  to  your  interests 
—  result  concernine  the  price  supoort  level  were  there 
discussions  to  the  effect  that  the  making  of  political 
contributions  by  the  arrlcultural  trust  would  h?.ve  an 
effect  or  an  impact  upon  the  decisions  to  be  reached  by 
the  Government  as  to  the  price  support  level? 
A    Absolutely  not. 

C    uid  anyone  intimate  to  you  that  the  maklnp  of  political 
contributions,  or  for  that  matter,  the  failure  to  make 
political  contributions,  v/ould  have  any  kind  of  effect 
on  such  a  determination? 

2»  |a    No,  they  did  not. 

-^  |q    And  In  the  course  of  your  discussions  did  you  or  others 
representinfr  your  interests  suprest  that  the  making  of 
political  contribution:-,  might  have  a  beneficial  result? 
No,  absolutely  not. 

MR.  GOLDBLOOM;   I  have  no  further  questions. 
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A  I'd   juHt    like    to    say    t'nis:      I    take    it    that   v/hat   you're 

rr.i.inr   r.-e   —    t'rp    e'^'^.'-'ncr   n  r  v.'-:.'>t    you  vrere   askin^  rr.e    Is, 
V.'as     ti'^T"?^    ri.    n^iici    -n  r'O    r\:Ui. 

''  i;;<actiy. 

\fi  'iMr-r^'r?    nevf^i*  been   n    nu-ia  pi'o   quo   in   my   total   exnertence. 

(■■HriS0-KXAMIliAT:Oh 
by  Mr.    Ba^Tera: 
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0    Just  by  wav  of  clarifying-  the  people  that  r.ay  have  been 
pre;ient  at  tiie  neetlnr,  which  you're  already  p-iven  sore 
names,  botn  as  to  those  tr>at  ray  have  been  with  tne 
rresirient's  staff  and  those  that  nay  have  been  with  the 
farm  rroun,  in  number,  v/ou Id  you  hazard  a  ci-'^s^  "s  to  hoT'f 
r^ny  people  ray  have  been  there  all  told? 

A    As  I  recall,  the  ireetlnr  vras  in  the  Cabinet  Ror-  ard  the 
Cabinet  table  v.'as  full  —  the  se?.ts  at  the  Cabinet  t?.ble 

-  and  chairs  were  arranged  in  back  of  the  President  with 
people  occupyinp  then..   So  I  v/ould  say  —  that's  very  hare 
to  figure.   I  would  say  if  you  started  countinp-,  T;hough, 
a  total  of  thirty-five  to  fifty  people  in  there.   I'd 
say  probably  nearer  thirty-five.   I  could  be  wron<-  on 
that,  too.   I'n  sure  they  know  hov;  nany  were  in  there, 
but  it  was  a  froodly  nunber  of  people. 

P    The  $8500.00  loan  to  Mid-America,  do  I  recall  your  having 
said  that  you  did  or  did  not  recall  the  rossibilltv  of 
such  a  loan? 
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MR.  DOBI^OVIR:   J.  have  no  more  questions. 

MR.  GOLDBLOOM:   I  have  a  few  questions,  Mr.  Parr. 

EXAMINATION  BY  COUNSEL  ON  BEHALF  OP  DEFENDANTS 
BY  MR.  GOLDBLOOM: 


I  Q     In  connection  with  the  efforts  that  you  testified 

aijout  in  v.'iiich  you  participated  to  obtain  a  change  in  the 
Secretary's  March  12  decision  to  mciintain  the  price  support 
level  at  $4.66  a  hundredweight,  which  is  what  it  had  been  th« 
previous  year,  did  you  either  believe,  or  say  to  anyone,  that 
tha  making  of  political  contributions  by  TAPE  to  any  conmiittee 
or  group  supporting  either  the  President  of  the  United  States 
or  Repu^olicsn  Congressional  candidates  could  achieve  a  change 
in  t!i2  price  support  deteritiination? 

h  No . 

Q  'Old   anyone  ever  oay  to  you,  either  directly  or  by 

iiT-plicaticr- ,  or  by  inference  that  if  political  contributions 
v^re  madf2  by  TTiPE  to  corrrtitteris  which  were  Republican  in 
nature,  that  the  making  of  those  political  contributions 
Trrould  holp  to  affecVaate  ci  change  in  the  price  support  deter- 
rcination  of  the  Secretary  of  March  12,  1971? 

A     No . 

Q     Dc  you  believe  that  the  making  of  political  contri- 
butions by  TAPE,  or  by  any  other  political  trust  associated 
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'4d.th  a  dairy  farmer  organization  caused  the  change  in  the 
price  support  determination  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
of  March  25,  1971? 
A      No-. 

MR.  GOLOBLOOM:   I  have  no  further  questions. 

MR.  STEELE:   I  have  no  questions. 

VJe  are  not  going  to  waive  signature,  but  please 
send  the  original  to  Mr.  Wilson,  and  he  will  hemdle  it  quicker. 

(Whereupon,  at  5:00  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  taking  of 
the  deposition  was  concluded.) 
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dairy  groups,  that  this  particular  committee  o£  which  Mr.  Hunt 
was  Chairman,  was  not  so  used? 

A    I  was  not  aware  and  I  am  not  now  aware. 

MR.  CHOTINER:   Okay.   I  haven't  any  more  questions. 
MR.  GOLDDLOOM:   I  have  a  few. 

EXAMINATION  BY  COUNSEL  FOR  DEFENDANTS 
BY  MR.  GOLDDLOOM: 


I  Q    Mr.  Harrison,  you  testified  with  respect  to  various 
activities  in  terms  of  representing  the  interests  of  your 
clients  in  connection  with  the  dairy  nricc  support  level  and 
the  determination  of  that  level  during  1971,  in  particular, 
meetings  that  you  had  with  various  officialb  of  the  Ijepurtment 
of  Agriculture  and  representations  v/hich  you  made  Jn  cr>un'-':tion 
with  m.eetings,  to  various  personnel  on  the  White  House  jtui  £ . 
Nov/,  barring,  that  is  keeping  asid&  any  privi  lf,-'j<:'J  '.oiwiuri  i  cat  ion 
which  you  may  have  had  v/ith  your  clients,  did  you  .jt  any  tic^e 
during  the  presentations  that  you  nad^.-  to  official:;  of  t,h«.- 
Departrr.ent  of  Agriculture  or  personnel  on  the  v.'hit'j  Ko'i.'i';  s^aff 
or  for  that  natter,  anyone  else,  discu.^:;  the  ratter  of  political 
contributions  that  v/ere  rade  or  were-  qoin'./  to  tj's    r.'.ade  or  the 
possibility  of  their  being  made  ir.  connect  i  on  wi  tit  pur  efforts 
to  obtain  a  satisfactory  result  for  ,'o.r  '.li'-uK':       ir.ter'fsts 
or.    -zi    ui_ry  price  support  level? 
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Q    Did  you  ever  at  any  time  in  the  course  of  your 
activities  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  result  for  your  clients' 
interests,  suggest  or  intimate  or  say  that  political  contribu- 
tions might  be  made  and  that  this  would  be  a  way  of  achieving 
a  satisfactory  result  for  that  determination? 
A    No. 

Q    Did  anyone  ever  suggest  to  you  from  the  personnel 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  personnel  on  the  White  House 
staff  or  anywhere  else  for  that  matter, that  if  political 
contributions  were  made  by  your  clients ,  that  this  would  help 
to  achieve  a  satisfactory  result  for  your  clients'  interest? 
I  A    Certainly  not. 

MR.  GOLDBLOOM:   I  have  no  further  questions. 
MR.  DOBROVIR:   Do  you  have  any  questions,  Mr.  Chotiner? 
MR.  CHOTINER:   I  never  ask  them. 

MR.  DOBROVIR:   Thank  you  very  much  for  coming  by.   I 
guess  ve  11  see  you  tomorrow, 

-  THE  WITNESS:   Let  me  indicate  on  the  records  I  am 
here  in  response   to  a  subpoena  of  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  issued  by  a  Deputy  Clerk 
thereof  on  motion  of  Mr.  v^Jilliam  A.  Dobrovir,  attorney  for 
plaintiffs  in  this  case. 

(Whereupon,  at  3:40  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  taking  of  the 

deposition  v^as    concluded . )  «.  u.  s.  government  prdjtdjg  office  :  1974  35-935/6028 
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